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WVJSED MEMORANDUM
MCPB
1122198
Item #9

DA~: January 16, 1998
TO: Montgomery County Plting Board
FROM Wyrm E. Wltthans, ASL~ MCP

Development Review
Planning Department Stti
(301) 4954584

w. Charles Loehr, Chief,
Development Review

=WW TnE. She Plan Review
AFPL~G FOR 768 units: 75 SFD, 295 Townhouses, 398 multifdy inclusive of 96 MPDU’S

PRO~CT NAME: Clarksburg Town Center - Phase I
CASE k 8-98001

E~W BASIS: 59-D-3 of the Montgomery County Code is required for the optional method
of development in this zone.

Zom W-2, Residentid Mixed Use Development, Specialty Center
LOCATION: Northeast of the intersection of Clarksburg Road and Stringtown Road
MAS~R PLAN: Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area, June 1994

APPLICANT: C1srksburghd &sociates L.P. and Piedmont Land Associates L.P. and T/A
Clarksburg Town Center Venture

FJL~G DA~: August 1, 1997
=MG DATE: Jarruw 22,1998

Mlts have been made as follows:~ indicates deleted text and ~~~~~?indicates added text.

ISSUES RE~ G AT ~ ~ OF ~ STAFF REPORT

The issues of the ‘tite plan review included Environment; Transpoflation; p~~school; ~stofic
Preservation; Site Planning Landscaping and Lighting; Community Planning; Citizen Issues; and
Proj@ Mmagement. These title heads will be used throughout ttis report to organize itiornration.
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F .. ,

The summary of how these iswes were resolved throud site pl~ review Ml follow later in this
repofi The remaining issues are unresolved at the time of the staff repoti and W be discussed by
the apphcsnt or st~ during the hearing

Park /School
The Board of Education again requests of M-NCPPC the dedication of part of the Psrti
School site. This request was denied during the Prehtiary Plan hearing @er memo of
December 31, 1997 in AppenrK). %~g~~~j~~~%%k~~~~~~~~~~f=~.

Site Planning, Landscaping and Lighting, Community Planning
No issues remain beyond the conditions of approval.

Project Administration
NO issues remain beyond the conditions of approval.
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STAFF RECO_~AT30X

APPROVAL OF ~AL WATER QUAL~ Pm including the Stormwater Management
Concept with conditioris as stated within the Jarns~ 15, 1997 memo from MCDPS in Append~,
including waiver of Chapter 49-35 through 4943 of the County Code @iH 46-91) “ Closed Section
Roads in the SP& as noted in the above memo;

APPROV& of 768 units, inclusive of 96 MPDUa with the foflowirrgwaivers

Section 59 -E-3.7 - Schedule of off street parking spaces (to reduce the number of on-site
parking spaces with the provision of parking within the pubtic street);

Section 59-C-1O.38 - Mitimum Bufldmg Setbacks - reduces building setbacks to 50 feet
adjoining the abutting property as established in the Project Plw,

AdditionrdJy,tbe approval cotirms the waivers established with PrefirnisraryPlan #1-95042
1) waiver of distance between intersections per 50-26 Subdivision Regulation>
2) approvrd of closed section street sections subject to MCDOT approvsd;

And the subject to tbe following conditions

1. Standard Conditions of Approval dated January 16, 1998 (Appendm A).

Environment

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Ml agricultural ar=s within the environmental buffer which have not yet been taken out of
production and stabi~ied with a suitable ~ass cover d be converted accordm~y prior to
any authorization to clear and grade for dmelopment on the prope~.

Record plats to reflect delineation of a Category I Consemation easement which includes
areas tiected by this site plan to show a 100year floodpl~ Stretiwetland buffer and forest
conservation areas that are not part of the park dedication area.

Submit final design plans for the stream alley crossings at Main Street toEnviromnentd
Pltig Division stfifor review and

. . . .

,-
.T:::”’”?mzfG@~m@iE$@B:m~.~....,..................... . .......... .. .. ,“,
current MCDPSMCDPW ti]debes for Environmentally Sensitive Stream Crossings.

Proposed natural surface trail within the Oreenway Park to be field located by applicant’s
representative and M-NCPPC Environrnentd Planning and Park std per Development
Program within the Site Plan Enforcement Agreement.

Final erosion and sedkcrrt control plms shall be submitted to Envirorrmentd Planning
Division staff for review and comment prior to approval by MCDPS.
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7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The appficant shall implement a program of daily inspections, maintenance and repairs as
necess~, and detailed daily dommentation of ~sPe~ion and m~nten~ce a~i~ties for ~1
sediierrt and erosion mntiol m== rquired and constructed on the site. Such a program

*. -%~~.~~,~.,-z...,fl,..
shti be carried out ~ Baa#*:&a;w?M63 of ~

.’”’”$*’’’’”%’”’’’”‘“’’”””’-’’-’”+?:~
MCDPS X3 Nhe appficmt shd pay the ~k~~~~ reasonable cost~t ~
~ me appficant shall continue to meet ~th ~d coope~te

tith ~ m~~~~ Documentation offip~o% m~ten~ce, and reP~ a~i~ties-..-,--.!
shd be avtiable for DPS review and use.

The Forest Conservation Plan shall be approved and bonded prior ~
@, issuance of the erosion and sediment control permh.~

N storrnwater uagemerrt outfds which etiend into the environrnentrd buffer shall be field
lomted by apphcarrt’s representative, MCDPS, and M-NCPPC Envirorunentd staff prior to
approval of the Stormwater managementisedment control permits by MCDPS.

M-NCPPC Environrnentd PlsnrrirrgDivision Staffshd review and approve detailed design
plans for any wetland mitigation sites within the ertvirorrmentd buffers prior to issuance of
sedment control permits or authorization to clear and wade any of these areas.

Revise Sheet L-9 of the landscape plans to increase the evergreen tree planting along
Strirtgtom Road in order to provide more year-round visual screening of outdoor rear yard
ar- from Stringtown Road for noise mitigation purposes.

Revise the signature set of site and lmdsmpe plm to show 6 foot fences for visurd screening
of therm yards ofbts 23 md 33, Block K and Lot 51, Block L from Stringtown Road for
noise mitigation purposes.

Signature set of the landscape plans to include planting for rdl storrnwater management
facfities and to be retiewed md approved by M-NCPPC stsffirr coordination with MCDPS.

No clearing or grading prior to Planning Department approval of the signature set, of site
plans.



.,
,.

Transpofiation
,

16. Show conformance to W waivers to be approved by DPW&T and DPS per memos dated
:.->;,.,,.?,t,,;*-& *

Jammry14and 15,1998, respectively,included h the APpendm :t~i~:~.~>:%=m;gg.

23.

24,

25.

If applicable,, per MC Pubfic Schools memo of December 3 I, 1997, in tie Append% the

aPPfic~t sh~ condud a testing progrw the finrd report signed and soled by a re~stered
professiorrd engineer, authenticating th~ adequacy of the deposited SOUSto suppoti Wicrd
buflding foundation loads.

The ~eenway path to include sufficient space to provide for a hghthg, stabtied path and
adequate headroom for pedestrian crossing under the Main Street Crossing,

The pa~school dediutions schdule to conform to Preliminary Plan # 1-95042 Conditions
6 and 7, see Appendix.
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26. Ml sales contracts, advertising and other information shrdl include nottication that there is
an acdve pm in the area ~~~that tic cdrnirrg measures wi~ be installed with find paving.

27. N co-colon titi M-NOPC property to meet tith Parks Department specifications and
approval prior to release of construction permits for the park.

~storic Preservation

28

29.

30.

31.

32.

me nght+f-way for StringtownRoad should be no closer to the historic Day House than 20
feet from the side wdl of the building (exchrding the porch).

Lighting at rdl road intersections with the Historic District, and especidy at Stringtown
Road and Frederick Road, should be designed. to have a rninimrd impact on the Historic
District. The fighting within the Historic District - both fixtures and intensity - should be
compatible with the historic and residential character of the are% as allowed by the utfity
companies and MCDPW&T srrd MCDPS.

I!-:4.,,..,
Per the Proje~ Plan approvd,”~the ROW is available, construct Main Street to MD 355
within the Historic District prior to completion of the project. At such time when the land
is made atiable, share direct moving expenses ody for relocating an existing house within
the Historic Dlti@ and iftbe appficarrtand owner agre~ make available the identtied outlot
to be merged with a potiion of the adjacent parcel so as to create another lot.

A dettied design for the pubic spacdinterpretative area wtich will include the Clark Family
Cemetery headstones must be submitted for staff review and approval prior to release of
signature set. Protection of the headstones from weather deterioration should be a high
priority and shotid be specficdy addressed in the detded design submission. It would dso
be desireabIe for the marker to be Iomted in a more central area and better integrated into the
pubtic open space than is being provided.

Site Planning, Landscaping and Lighting

33. Dtid landscaping plans for ths site plan to be approved by sttipnor to the signature set
and should reflect the design concepts, the skes and planting conditions estabhahed in t}e
subrnittd.
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Find Lighting plans for the irrtemd streets to be compfile to the “Hagerstowrr” fight tire
shall be cofigured so as to reduce the glare into the night s~ by uttirrg appropriate
wattage, shields or other techniques that are in conformance with utifity company and
MCDPS and MCDPW&T requirements.

LsrrdsmpirrgPlan to show interim lsnds~ptig for the Town Square prior to the construction
of adjoining units, for st~review and approval.

The MPDU townhouses in the Town Square District must include recreation areas nearby
the site plan and record plats must identi~ au ~DU locations.

Lsnd-pe plans to include: a p~.d evergreen screen along Stringtown Road; detded plans
for greenway to include planting on steep slope% additiond planting within the SWM
ftitieT ~~@=@~@=~~!~@?@@~~@~$@ f@~~$@$~@@~m:~.~@W:$W

. .......... ............‘.,‘-“’”*-*--Kfsfw~w+~:*
... .. .... .... .......... ............................................................... ...................... , ,- ...,.~.~‘- .-.----,.-~.

x&%M$~a%!a&g%:w.t$%,fi..:.*..,,A>+>#fi#fi..:>;:.,..,-..

The apphcant may propose compatible changes to the utits proposed, ss market conditions
may ~hange, pro;ded-the find~entd find~gs of the Pl~n~ Board remti inta~~m~fi.,*<,,..*,,*:.,.>$.,.i::=fi=...*:#,..z.,s*>:.>,.p.:..:,<,,>v,*Y,, ,*4wAa+&i.L.F+fif.-~->YLf%*:,..::*~.:-**.m?:7i,..T-:.?:>>:wz<,-*z~,,.w
#g&$tg&a#iME;g#Qj;wiE&;i*:#;i%&%:Rl&;iKE#ixY$:;R$>*,#E*,wEB33h;&Ak9isx:@x&
* budding type and Jocatio% open space, recreation and pedestrim and vehicdsr
circulatio~ adequacy of parking etc. for staff review and approval.

Community Planning

39. The appficant shall work with the County ~~~~~s~~~~I~~Y;~ a
suitable ~

. .. . ............. ;~$:$~:Wg;&j~~~#$g#i~~ the tom Squue ~
. .

~thirr the area to be dedicated for that use.

Project Administration

40. The Site Plan Enforcement A~eement to hclude the fo~otig plat schedule as submitted
to st@ complete language of condition 6 and 7 from Pre~ary Plan #1-95042 regsrdmg
the bfl field dedimtion arrdm~ction schechdq rtierence to the” agreement for Exchange
of Lsn& to tichsde ttig triggers of dedication for MCPD LegNs review and commcrr~
reference to the vtid]ty period; maintenance for dl private recreational are% SW open
spaces etc; and that the levd of titcrrrmce for entire project to be of equrd qudty and not
solely dependent upon contributions of an individud area.

41. The Home kers htiation documents or equivalent to include provision for complete
public use and access to private streets for vehicular and pedestrian use; that they sh~ be
permsnersdyopen for pubhc use; that the pmkirrg spaces maybe assigned to individud unity
that maintenance of streetscape items within the pubhc right-of-way ie brick wtiks, trees,
fights, etc.
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42. me Development Program shall include: staging of amenities to occur tith site plan
construction and to includeM~D retiew md approti of path location within the Greenway
park prior to construction.

43. No construction ofunhs adjotig Midcounty kerid in Block M, per Prehminary Plan #l-
95042 Condition 16e, untfl the Mid-County Merid is built.
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mMORANDUM

MCPB
1~2198
Item #9

DA~ Januv 16, 1998
TO: Montgomery County Planning Board
FROM Wyrm E. wltthSOS,ASLA MCP

$
d

Development Review
Planning Department Staff
(301) 4954584

m Charles Loehr, Chiti ~
Development Review

RE~W TWE ‘Site Plan Review
APPL~G FOR. 768 uni~ 75 SFD, 295 Townhouse\ 398 mdtiftiy inclusive of 96 MDUS

PRO~CT NAME:
CASE #

RE~W BASIS:

Zom
LOCA~ON
MASTER PL~

APPLIC~:

~arksbu~ Town Center - Phase I
8-98001

59-D-3 of the Montgomery County Code is required for the optional method
of development in this zone.
M-2, Residentid ~ed Use Development, Specialty Center
Northeast of the intersection of Clarksburg Road and Stringtovm Road
Clsrksburg Master Plan and Hyattstow Special Study Are& June 1994

Clsrksburg hd AssociatesL.P. and Piedmont hd Associates L.P. and T/A
Clsrksburg TOW Center Venture
August 1, 1997
Jarruq22, 1998

ISSUES RE~G AT ~ ~ OF ~ STAFF REPORT

The issues of the site plan review included Environmen~ Trsrrspoflation, Park School; Historic
Preservation Site Planning Landscaping and Lighting, Community Planning; Citizen Issue> sod
Proj@ Mmagement. These title heads will be used throughout this report to organize information.



\

The summary of how these issues were resolved through site plan review will follow later in this
report. The remaining issues are unresolved at the time of the stti report and wiu be diSCUSS4by
the apphcant or staff during the hearing

Environment
The appficant does not concur
inspector retained by MCDPS.

Transportation
The apphcant objects to the

tith the condition to have an on site sediment control

dedication of the “W Street extensio% and to the
recommendation that they participate in the improvementsto~355 at Stringtowrr Road
as requied by MD S~ (memo of December 8, 1997 in Appendw).

Park /School
The Board of Edutition again requests of M-NCPPC the dedication of part of the Parti
School site. This request was denied during the Prefirnirrary Plan hearing @er memo of
December 31, 1997 in Apperr&x).

~storic Preservation
The apphmt objects to the removrdof one lot at Mstonc D]strict edge; staff will discuss the
concept for the John Clark Ffily Memorial.

Site Planning, Landscaping and Lighting, Community Planning
No issues remain beyond the conditions of approval.

Citben ksuw
Sevd Citkens have ded to say they W te~ regsrdmg fighting, bicycle, stream crossing
and the lack of rehgious facihties within the town center.

Project Administration
No issues remain beyond the conditions of approvrd.



.

ST- ~CO_~A~ON:

APPROVU OF ~- WA~R QUU~ PM including the Stormwater Mmagement
Concept with conditions as stated within the January 15, 1997 memo from MCDPS in AppendiF
including wsiv~ of Chapter 49-35 through 4943 of the County Code @:fl 46-9 1)” Closed Section
Roads in the SPA” as noted in the above memo;

APPROVfi of 768 units, inclusive of 96 MPDUS with the following waivew.

Section 59 -E-3.7 - Schedule of off street parking spaces (to reduce the number of on-site
parking spaces with the provision of parking within the pubfic ~reet}

Section 59-C-10.38 - Minimum Building Setbacks - reduces building setbacks to 50 feet
adjoining the abutting property as established in the Project PIw

Additiotiy, the approval CO*S the waivers established with PreMnary Plan #1-95042
1) waiver of ~stmce between intersections per 50-26 Subdivision Regulation,
2) approval of closed section street sections subject to MCDOT approval;

And the subject to the fo~owing conditions:

1. Standard Conditions of Approval dated January 16, 1998 (Append~ A).

Environment

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Ml agriculturrd areas within the errvirorrmentd buffer which have not yet been taken out of
production and stabiiied with a suitable grass cover til be converted accordi@y prior to
any authotition to clear and grade for development on the property.

Record plats to reflect detieation of a Category I Conservation easement which includes
arm afftied by this site ph to show a 100 ymr floodpl@ Wetiwetlmd buffer and forest
conservation areas that are not part of the park dedication area.

Sub~t final design plans for the stream vrdley crossings at Main Street to Errvirorrmentd
Planning Division staff for review and approval prior to appbcation of construction permit.
Plans must demonstrate adherence to the current MCDPSMCDP~ @idefines for
Environrnentdly Sensitive Stream Crossings.

Proposed natural surface trail within the Oreenway Park to be field located by apphcant’s ~
representative and M-NCPPC Environmental Planning and Park staff per Development
Program within the Site Plan Enforcement Agreement.

Rnal erosion and sediment control plans shall be submitted to Entiromentd Planning
D]vision staff for review and comment prior to approval by MCDPS.
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7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The appficmt shall implement a program of daily inspections, maintenance and repairs as
necessary, and detailed ddy documentation of inspection and maintenance activities ford
sediment and erosion wrrtrol m-es r~ed and constructed on the site. Such a program
M be carrid out by an irrdependentmdtant as directed by MCDPS. The appficant shd
pay the rmnable mat of d *tea pdorrnd by the mnsultrm~ and sh~ continue to meet
with and cooperate with the consultant. Documentation of irrspectioL maintenance, ~d
repair activities shd be available for DPS review and use.

The Forest Conservation Plan shd be approved and bonded prior to subrnittd of remrd
plats, issuance of the erosion and sediment control perrrri~or issuance of btiding permi~ as
appropriate.

M stormwater rnarragementoutftis which emend into the environmental buffer shd be field
located by appficant’s representative, MCDPS, and M-NCPPC Environrnentd strrffprior to
approval of the stormwater mauagemendsediment control permits by MCDPS.

M-NCPPC Environmental Planning Division stsffsh~ review and approve dettied design
plans for any wetland mitigation sites within the envirournentd buffers prior to issuance of
sediment control petits or authofiation to clear and grade any of these areas.

Redua the munt of impervious sufiaces within the development by deleting the on-street
parking and reducing road pavement on 1) the stream vfley side of the Geenway Road from
StrirrgtownRoad mid way to the intersection with Street “V, mceptirrg the sra opposite the
fiture rti, 2) both sides of Street “C horn Stringtown Road to Street “D”; 3) tie stream
v~ey side of Street”~ from Street ‘V to the bikepath crossing and 4) on Stieet ‘V we~
of its intersection with Street “V pending MCDPW&T and MCDPS approval.

Revise Sheet L-9 of the landscape plans to increase the evergreen tree planting along
Stringtown Road in order to provide more year-round visu~ screening of outdoor r- yard
arm from StrirrgtowrrRoad for noise mitigation purposes.

Revise the si~ture set of tite and lmdsmpe plans to show 6 foot fences for visual screening
of the r= yards of Lots 23 ad 33, Block K and Lot 5~, Block L from Stringtown Road for
noise mitigation purposes.

Signature set of the landscape plarrs to include planthg for rdl stormwater management
fadties and to be retiewed and approved by M-NCPPC staff in coordination with MCDPS.

No cl-or grading prior to Planning Department approvrd of the signature set of site
plans.
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Transportation

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Show conformance to W waivers to be approved by DPW&T and DPS per memos dated
January 14 ~d 15,1998, respectively, included in the Appendm.

Show conformance to cross section and other recommendations per DPW&T, DPS memos
dated Janu~ 14 and January 151998, respectively, included in the Appendm.

Confonnaom to MCPD Transportation Planning memo dated JanuaV 14, 1998 included in
the Appendm.

APF agreement to be executed prior to the fist record plat to reflect dl road improvement
condhions of the Pretirrsry Plan Approval ie dedicatio~ acquisition of right-of-way and
mnstruetion of required roads necess~ for the construction of Stringtown Road (A-260),
Clarksburg Road (A-121) and Mid-County Arterial (A305).

Dedication of “O Street extended to occur tith adjoining parcels.

Turn around at the end of- Street by the Hstoric district until the connection to MD 355
is established

The appficant shrdl provide signs for the Class ~ bike path along Main Street.

ParWSchool

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

If applicable, per MC Pubfic Schools memo of December31, 1997, in the Appendq the
apphcsnt shd conduct a testing progr~ the fid report signed and soled by a registered
professiorrd engineer, authenticating the adequacy of the deposited soils to suppofl typical
bufidirrgfoundation loads.

The Oreenway path to include sufficient space to provide for a fighting, stabi~ied path and
adequate headroom for pedestrian crossing under the Main Street Crossing,

The parWsehool dedimtions schedule to conform to Prehnrinary Plan # 1-95042 Conditions
6 and 7, see Append~.

M sales contracts, advertising and other information shall include notification that there is
an active park in the are% that trfic calming measures will be installed with find patirrg.

M mrrstruction tithirrM-NCPPC property to meet with Parks Deptiment specifications and
approval prior to release of construction permits for the park.
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H]storic Presewation

28.

29.

30.

31.

32,

The right-f-way for Stigtown Road shodd be no closer to the historic Day House than 20
feet from the side wrdl of the building (excluding the porch).

Lighting at M road intersections tithin the Historic District, and especially at Sfigtown
Road and Frederick Road, should be designed to have a nrinimd impact on the Estonc
District. The fighting within the Historic District - both fixtures and intensity - should be
compatible with the historic and residential character of the arq as Wowed by the uttity
wmparries and MCDPW&T and MCDPS.

Per the Project Plan approvrd, if the ROW is available, construct Main Street to ~ 355
within the Historic District prior- to completion of the project. At such time when the land
is made available, share duect moving expenses ordy for relocating an exist”mghouse within
the Historic DIStri~ and ifthe apphcarrtand owner agree, make available the identfied outiot
to be merged with a portion of the adjacent parcel so as to create another lot.

A d~ed design for the pubfic spactimterpretative area which will include the Clark F~y
Cemetery headstones must be submitted for stti review and approval prior to release of
signature set. Protection of the headstones from weather deterioration should be a high
priority and should be specficdly addressed in the detailed design submission. It wodd rdso
be desiieable for the marker to be Iomted in a more central area and better integrated hto the
pubfic open space than is being provided.

One lot should be deleted from the single family home area directly adjacent to the Mstoric
Distri% to ~ the Project Plan condition to approximate R-200 zone lot width standards.

Site Planning, Landscaping and Lighting

33.

34.

35.

36.

Doled landscaping plans for this site plan to be approved by staffpnor to the signature set
and should reflect the design concepts, the sizes and planting condhions estsbhshed in the
subrnittrd.

Fd Lighting plans for the interred streets to be comparable to the “Hagerstown” fight tire
shall be cofigured so as to reduce the glare into the night sky by utifizirrg appropriate
wattage, shields or other techniques that are in conformance ~th UUfiV~mP~Y ad
MCDPS and MCDPW&T requirements.

hd=ping Plm to show interim landscaping for the Town Square prior to the construction
of adjoining units, for sttireview and approval.

The MPDU townhouses in the Town Square District must include recreation areas near bfi
the site plan and record plats must identify d] MPDU locations.
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37. kdscapc plans to include: a pardd evergreen screen along Stnngtown Roa~ detailed plans
for greenway to include planting on steep slope$ additiond planting within the SW
fadtie~

38. The appticant may propose compatible changes to the units proposed, as market conditions
may change,, provided the fondsmentd fidmgs of the Planning Board remain intact
(regarding bufldmg type and locatioL open space, recreation and pedestrian and vehicular
circulatio~ adequacy of parking etc) for staff review and approval.

Community Planning

39. The apptimt SM work with the County to attempt to secure a suitable pubhc facfity within
the tom square prior to the fid site plan approval for the entire project.

Project Administration

40.

41.

42.

43.

The Site Plan Enforcement Agreement to include the followi~ plat schedule as submitted
to M, complete language of condition 6 rmd7 from Prefimina~ Plan 1-95042 regarding the
bti field dedidon and co-ction schedule reference to the” agreement for Exchange of
Lan& to include timing triggers of dedication for MCPD Legal’s review and conrmen~
reference to the vflldity period; maintenance for dl private recreational are% SW open
spa~, etc; and that the levd of rnaintenanw for entire project to be of equrd quflhy and not
solely dependent upon contributions of an individurd area.

The Home tiers Association documents or equivalent to include provision for complete
pubfic use and access to private streets for vehicular and pedestrian us% that they sh~ be
pernrsnenfly open for pubhc use; that the parking spaces maybe assigned to individud units
that maintenance of streetscape items within the pubfic right-of-way ie brick walks, trees,
fights, StC ;

The Development Program shd include staging of amenities to occur with site plan
construction and to includeMCPD retiew and spprovd of path location within the tieenway
park prior to construction.

No mnstmction ofunits adjoiningMidcounty Arterial in Block M, per Preliminary Plan #l-
95042 Condition 16e, untd the Md-County Artend is built.
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PRO~~ DES-HON. Proposal

The proposal is for a new town, desi~ed as a neotradiorrd neighborhood. Its location is northeast -
and conti~ous to the etistirrg town of Clarksburg, a designated ~storic district. The Claksburg
Town Center (CTC) is chsractti by two largely residential areas ditided by the headwatem of the
Little Seneca Creek. The streets create a modtied grid which create regular and irregular blocks,
which adapt to the topography and adjoining conditions. The streets have sidew~s on both sides,
closely spaced street trees, on-street parking and pedestrian scfled lighting. Throughout the
neighborhoods, there are small parks or recreation areas. A continuous system of htefi paths
connect the through each block to the sidew~s located on both sides of each street. For the
townhouses and the apartment styled multiftiy units, parking is either provided on the street or
within smti parking lots off-street behind units. A second type of multiftiy unit is proposed, a U2
or a NO story unit over a two story unit, tith parking space in the ground floor and partig spaces
behind.

The Twn Sgu@e seetio~ the lower portion of the project, proposes: a Town Square (with partird
use for fiture use a civic buflding); residential blocks of townhouses, multifamily units and sirt~e
family detached uni@ sitig and play areas and a fiture site for a shopping center which d be
rough graded as part of this apphcation.

The proposed units defie the edge of the blocks and all units face the efiemd streets. h the
mdtifiy block rr@ to the Town Square kcludes an irrtemd row ofV2’s. Special design treatments
fig stybed fences, Imdsmping and paving patterns are proposed to improve the view born the
street and to create an inviting drive to the unit back door entries or Wey.

Mong Clarksburg Row an tisting hedgerow W be saved, uti~ig an asymrnetricfl cross seetio~
which d improve the views of the project frontage and maintain etisting character of the area.

The Tom Square is centrdly located witti Main Street near the Greenway Road and future retti
sr=s. Wth this phase, the appbcant wi~ provide brick sidewdks along the portions of Main Street
that surround the square md etiend to ~ Route 355. Liketise, they propose brick sidewdks along
the residentkd units facing Greenway Road as part of the special streetscape treatment approved with
the project plan.

A community pool is centrally located one block to the north of the Town Square, tith streets and
sidewdks surrounding it for complete cormnunhy access. Additiondly, the pool is tigned with a
greenspace corridor with sidewdks, benches and play areas that connect through the blocks to the
Greenway Road and park beyond.

Close to the edge of the Clarksburg Hstoric District, is a diagorrrd pedestian mews. The mews
contains sitting areas and two large lawn panels and connecting walks, finking the church tith the
Tovm Square. The sitting area closest to the Town Square includes a trelfis and a memorial to John
Clark with the use of found headstones horn the family grave site. The mews develops a ~SU~ and
wtile tis beween the church and the Town Square, higtighting these si~ficrmt features of the



etisting and propowd development. The detached housing is located with the setbacks estabfis~
in the Project Plq but they ~ need to conform to the R-200 development criteria and the removfl
of one unit W be required to do so. Landscaping is proposed for the entire edge of the historic
district to provide screening and buffering.

Main Street the east-west ‘route into the town square, is mounded by S~ housing, townhouses
aod two muhiftiy bufldings.The multiiy btidings are located at the end of ‘M str~ visu~y
terminating that @s. Beyond the multifamily bufldings to the east is the proposed retail center,
tiered by proposed screening landscape screening. The @ension of “O strew perpendicular to
Main Stree~ connects to the adjoining parcels to the south. Between the “W Street extension and
west of the boundary he is a vacant trisn~sr pard, 1* avdable for a possible use (ss trade or for
development tith adjacent properties) in conjunction with the e~ension of Main Street to MD 355.
The plan shows an exension of Main Street to MD 355 but there is no provision for such a
connection A turn-around must be shown for eventurd or interim use.

tieenway Rod adjoins the stream vdey in a north-south direction. ~eenway Road proposes three
pedestrian cross wakti trfic csbning bumps to crdm ttic and provide for safe pedestrian areas.
Two crosswalks win connect to the tigs Pond Park and one, which maybe erdarged to a raised
intersectio~ will connect to the stream crossing at Main Street. The Main Street stream crossing
includes a peddsn sitting ara on each side and a promenade feature with fighting across the center
of the crossing approtiately over the stream channel. Both areas provide oppotifities to sit near
the park and tiarne the tiews to the pd. W of Gecnway Road is a recreation oriented bike path
Io=ted along the park side. The 8 foot classI bke path extends from Clarksburg Road to Stringtown
Road. Utirnately it @ cross Clsrksburg Road to the north and connect to the Little Bennett Park
forther to the north and east.

The Geerrway Concept Plq as developed with this site plan review, shows pedestrian connections
from the park and &eenway Road into the greenwafi approtiate locations of the natural trti that
W be loutd tiy on-site tith M~D W, interpretive trail signs; and lsndscapin~reforestation.
The path crossing utir the Main Street crosimg W be made in a bottodess arch culvert measuring
16x 10’ by 100 feet long. The plan needs to include protision for stable pedestrian footing within
the crossing and vmdd proof-fighting to be on and maintained at dl times. Wing walls will stabi~ie
the slopes and the slopes d] be planted with naturflig shrubs and trees.



The southern section of the Hilltop Distiict, the second part of this proposal, is lomted at the
intersection of Stnngtown Road and the Md-County Artend. The units include townhouses inside
the intersecting streets and within one block intemdly, S~ units along the outer edges elsewhere
and a Iarge block of multidy units. The townhouses along the efiemd streets are arranged to face
them tith a @w drive for access. Others are arranged in courts facing a cornrnon mews and with
dey pasking in the back The sin~e ftiy detached units are arranged around common green spaces
in two Iomtions to create comrnuni~ open space. Nthough show the street connections and singe
family detachd units along the Md-county Arterial til not be budt with this Site Plan phase

The red-y units ese four story a~ment styled buddings located at the outside block face with
an intemd surf- parking lot. The parking lot includes lssge green space areas and sitting areas. The
units have been arranged to create a pedestrian connection to the open spacdSW facfity
inrrndlatdy adjoining tiern to the south. The open spati SW fadhy has been designed to create
a recreationrd feature with paths, sitting areas, landscaped areas, a grassy sloped amphitheater d
around a pond. The path connections from surrounding streets md stream vdeys d connect to this
area. A raised crossw~ along”~ Street will cahn trtic and provide for pedestrian crossing.

Lighting for the Town Square residential area includes fight fi~res along the street. The appticant
has proposed a tight @e known as “Hagerstow” which has been approved for use by Mlegheny
Power company. The fifire has a sohd metal top and can be fitted with shields to duect the fight.

Landscaping for the projd includes evergreen and shade tree screeningat prope~ boundaries street
trees 30 feet on center and numerous attractive planting schemes for a variety of pubfic and serni-
pubkc spaces, ie gateway entrances from adjoining street> d parking lot entrances parking lot
court% recreation ar=, and stornrwater management facilities. Portions of the landscape design are
presented as concepturd with fid plant selections to be determined prior to signature set.

WDVS for the project are located in townhouses and multif~y buildings wittin both sections of
the proj~ east and west of the greenway. The units to the east of the greerrway are close to the open
space area by the pond and a neighborhood recreation area. The multifamily units to the west are
located close to the town square and mews area. Recreation needs to be sited close by the Town
Square ~DU townhouses.
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PRO~~ DESC~~ON: Site Description

The 268 acres total site is currerrdy developed with agricultural uses and is freed for com and
soyba eroplsnd. Forest sra are restri~ed to stream valley bottoms, hedge rows at fled edges and
some areas of steep slopes. A Potomac Edison @epco) Overhead Transmission tie traverses the
eastern portion of the site, beyond this site plan sra.

Site Description

The subjeet prop~ consists of a 198 acre town eerrtersite which is located at the headwaiters of one
of the main branches of Little Seneca Creek a Use Class N-P stream. Seventy acrea are in ruti
zoning located in L]ttle Bennett Creek a Use ~ watershed,

The two parts of the prope~ are biseetd rou@y northwest to southeast by etisting Piedmont Road
(foture A-305). A large part of the site is etisting agriculwrd field. Approximately 8.6 acres of
wetland, 15 acres of floodplain and 53.5 acres of forest etist within or in close profity to the
stra VMWS.The proposed site plan arm fiesentirelywithin the Lhtle Seneea Creek portion of the
property. This area contains three headwater tributaries which meet in cofluence at the
southwestern edge of the property just before flowing under etisting Strirrgtowrt Road. The main
m%utaryflows from the etisting Hrrg’s Pond on park land north of the site and biseets the prope~
rou~y northwest to south-. The two r- g tributaries flow from the west along the southern
edge of the property and born the nofih down to the cotiuence, respectively.

On-site topography slopes si@carrtly from plateaus on either side of the m~rr tributary down to
the mti tniutary and wch of the wmnd~ triiutties. The stream v~eys are moderately steep (15-
250/.); slopes tend to be gentier nw the heads of the tributaries and are quite steep in some portions
of the east and main tributaries.

Is
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PRO~CT DES~~ON: Surrounding Vicinity

The site is lomted approfitdy 12 de from 1-270between the irrterseetion of~ 35S @rederick
Road) and A-12 1 (Clarksburg Road) andMD35S and A-260 (Stringtown Road). Part of the site
proposed for this Site Plan review includes the seetion behind or east of the row of the Astirrg
church, homes and buimesses adjoining MD 355, tithirr the Clsrksburg Mstoric Distrid. The
bound~ of the historic district is shared with this project.

The project frontage along Clsrksburg Road adjoins the etisting 20 foot open sedion roadway.
Opposite Clarksburg Road to the nortk opposite the proposed development in this site plq is land
wendy devdoped tith sirr@eresidences. Part of this land is proposed for the development of WO
M zoned residential projm (the proposed CatawbaMsnor project with an approved Prehary
PIu and a tirtiewed preappfimtion subrnittrd for Clarksburg Heights). Both of these proposed
proj- ti shine the inters~om essbhshd with this site plan. Beyond these proposals to the east
is undeveloped lsn~ some tith potentird to be fiture park land that would corrneet to Lltie Bennett
Park firther north.

The Geenway Road, or “K” Street, which biseas the site from north to sou~ connects to
StrirrgtowrrRoa~ which partifly forms the southerrrboundary of the property. tiediately opposite
the projeet boundary adjoining Stringtowrr Road is low lying land which includes the do-ream
portion of the headwaiters to the tittle Seneca Stream Valley. That land is zoned R-200 and is
undeveloped. Adjoining the property out towards MD 355 and north of Stringtow Road is the
Clarksburg Hstonc district, currentiy developed with a single ftiy detached house with some out
btidings. It is zoned R-200 and is in use as a landscape contracting business. Further adjoining the
CTC prope~, north of Strirrgtom Road are S tisting siigle ftiy detached houses tith inditidud
driveways cormeeting to the road. Nong the south side of Stnngtowrr Road for the eastern portion
of the site, there is currently low density residential development, with% houses.

Opposite the site across the Mid-County Arterial is the proposed Cedsrbrook Community Church
and two sirr~e fdy detached houses. The remainder of the opposite frontage is undeveloped to day
with the majority of it zoned Rural Density Transfer and is part of this projed.
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PRO~CT DES~TTOW. Prior Approvals

C1arksburgTovm Center has gained approval for a Project Plan #9-94004 on May 11, 1995 and for
a Prefirnin~ Plan #1-9S042 on September 28, 1995. Multiple hearings were required for each
approval level due to the multiphcity of issues surrounding the project. The major topics could be
mtegoti bndy as a determination of Specird Protection Area issues, historic preservation issues,
the assi@on of appropriate road improvements and the particulars of the partischool arrangement.
A summary entitled Previous PlarmirrgBoard Ersvirorrmentd Decisions is within the Appendx.

The approved OpiionS of these approvrds ti be in the Append~ attached to the Planning Board’s
copy of this repofl. The Appendix til be av~able to the pubfic at the Development Review
Division’s plan review counter.

U-g the mtegoria for rtiew introduced -her, the Project Plm - PJ and the Prelimiq Plm
- PP conditions of approval are paraphrased below with commentary on how they have been
addressed during site plan review.

Environment

PJ-5 The apphcarrt has submitted the information required sufficient to allow Prefirninary
Plan approval,
PJ-6 The plans conform to the rrrirrirnddisturbance requirements as described; the second
phase of the site plan wiu include SW for the school;
PP-2 The site plans conditiorsdly meet the FCP legislation;
PP-3 The forebay is not counted as forested sre~ nor is it within the stream buffe~
PP-4 The agricultural areas within the stream buffers for this site plan were tken out of
production by Spring 1996- the remainder wi~ be taken out with this site plan.
PP-9 No development activity has begun on the sitq
PP-12 The plan conforms to the MCD~ SW approval of 7/28/95;

Transportation

PJ -1 The number of units proposed conform to the staging ceiling firnity
PJ-2 The transportation improvements were updated in the Prehrninary Plan approv~,
PJ-3 Dedi~tion and construction of the Mid County Arterial (aka A-305) - the Phase I site
plan submittal does not require the dd~cation or construction of this road, it wifl be part of
later site plw, the propod shows units adjoiningthe Mid County Arterial for which build~
permits can’t be released until the road is built in a later phase
PJ4 Stigtown Road improvementswere required with the PrehrnirsaryPlan; the tigrunent
of the road as determined at Prelitina~ Plan moves into the Mstoric District - stafPs
recommended cross sectionwould tiow form adequate set back to the house in the District
while utihtirsg the existing roadbed and serving the function of the road classification.
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PJ-10 The layout of the streets that are part of the proposed site plan conform to these
r~ornrnendationy
PJ-14 “O street mended -of the she plan- connects Main Street to the adjoirting parcd$
dl three streets connecting to Clarksburg Road are in place with the proposed site plm,

PP-1 The proposed site plan conforms to the staging ceibg hnrity the apphcsnt wifl enter
into a phasing agreement for necessary road improvements with record plat aubrnitt~, the
apphcant has submitted a draft record plat phasing agreement for review and approval tith
this site plan;
PP-S The plan shows the appropriate right-of-way dimensions and locations, dedications for
all right of way owned by the appficant wiU required prior to the release of any brrfid~
pernri~ dedications for any off-site right-of-way wifl be required in conjunction with the
phasiig requirements for the number of unit%
PP-11 The -S and improvements required by the MDS~ and MCDPW&T wi~ require
SPA approval,
PP-15 The apphcant wifl have to dedicate Pubfic Improvement Easements as necessary for
bike paths and other fwtures of the site;
PP-16 These APF requirements are the basis for the road requirements for this site. The
apptiut has received SPA approval for the improvements applicable to the number of urrita
within this approval; fiture site plan sections and the roads required for them wiUrequire
additiomd SPA approval.

Historic Preservation

PJ-8 The road design for Main Street and nearby sewer locations are part of the site plan
proposal; a John Clark gravestone marker is proposed within a pedestrian area pending
tiher retiew, the apphcsrrthas not secured the right-of-way for the efiension of Main Street
to ~ 355- staffwiU carry this condition forward for fiture site plan proposdv
PJ-9 The pubhc street conforms to setbacks to the church- screening pedestrian firrkage and
increased visibfity have been provided for. The ske of lots as proposed do not cotiorrn to
the width of lots for the R-200 mne as required, a lot wiu need to be removed to accomplish
thi%

ParWSchool

PI-7 The fid concept plan was approved with the PrefirrrinaryPla% See Attachment X.
PP4 Re d~cation of the proposed p~k school site, the appficarrt proposed an agreement
to dedimte land that is pm of this site plan; the agreement stipulates the timing of dedication
to occur with Cm fimding or tith adjoining developmen~ phasing the grading wiU be
addressed with fiture site plans or prior to C~ construction per this agrecrnen~ will be
addressed whh this site plan’s SPEA
PP-7 The dedication agreement wiUbe part of this Site Plan SPEA
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Site Plan

PJ-12 The proposed plans conform to these requirements for landscaping street dettilng
and amenity are=, additiond landscaping of the SW facfitiea is needed;
PP-10 The proposal includes 768 dwelhg units which were determined during site plan
reviw,
PP-13 The ~DUs wrrforrn to the rquired number for this site plan phase, the balance for
the entire project W be protided in Phase ~.

Project Administration

PJ-11 The amenitiesproposed for the Phase I Site Plan need to be constructed in accordance
with typical site plan phasing requirement the design concept for the Oreerrway and
adjoiting areas has been reviewed and accepted by st@, the greenway amenities will be
phased in with the Phase I Site Plan.
PJ- 13 The appfimt has submitted a drti HOA agreement that describes an umbreua ~le
maintenance orgtition that includes residential and commercial properties fl]ke for sttis
review and approval,
PP-14 This condition provides for Planning Board reconsideration of a case if a court
challenge removes a previously required condition,
PP-17 The tidity period of the Pretiary P1arrhas been ticluded in the record plat phasing
schedule proposed by the appficarrt.

With consideration of the conditions fisted abve, the site plan conforms to the Project Plan and
Pretinary Plan Approvals.
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ANALYSfi: Conformance to the Project Plan Approval

The conformance of the proposed site plan to the Projeet Plan conditions of approval were
estabhshed, with conditions, above in Project Description: Prior Approvals.

me ai~ plan conforms to the fist of Amenity Areas and Recreational Facihties that were part of the
Proj- Plan by proviti~ the following:

heoity Are~. Town Square, Iend dd~cated for fiture civic building (with Phase U),
atreet~pe syateq neighborhood squares and geen are% greenway dedicated for pubfic use,
Geenway roadway, specialty planting areas flong greenway road, ParWSchool Sitd Large
Private recreations areas for major fields(tith Phase U), laud for expansion of aras next to
historic diatri@ green areas and btier next to historic distrid, green areas and setback areas
loded along Mid-County @way, Stnrrgtown Road and Clarksburg Road improvements,
Pond Area (SW facfity).

Recreation Facilities: Tot Lots, Multiage Play facihties, Picrsidsitting are=, tennis courts
(possible with Phase H); bkeway system, greenway pathway and bicycle path (Class ~;
Nature trail; Nature arms near the Pond; swimming pools wading pools indoor fitness
facihty ~rsPhase U).

The site plan confoms to the other aspeets of the Project Plan approvrd regarding development
standards, unit types proposed, unit location, and road conrre~ions. The Proposed density range for
units per the Master Plan and Pretirninary Plan are as follows

Unit Types Master Plan % #of units Per Site Plan
Cotd)

SFD 10-20 % 130-260 75
SF Attached and ~s 30-50~0 390-650 29s
Multifamily Units 2S-4S% 32S-S8S 396

Adjustments to the Projeet Plan approval include:
- There is no comreetion to Mid - County Arterial from “W Street due to etireme grading
dtierences of 10 to 1S’ between the two roads.
- The street between the multifamily block and the SW facihty @end) has been removed
in heu of an improved open space connection between the housing and the open space.
- The unit type for htiofthe multiiarrriiyunits has changed from a large multifamily building
to the Z2 units which have parking in the lower level and a rear loaded driveway. mere this
has been used, screening with fences and landscaping has been added;
- The dlagond street between the church and the town square is a pedestrian mewx
- The eorrrswtion of Main Street to ~ 3SS has not been achieved concurrent with this site
plan approval.

Sttifinds these adjustments acceptable tn conformance withthe Project Plan.
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Environment

The Spccid Protection Area (SPA) for the site was approved on January 15, 1997, see Appendm for
memo. The approvrdappties to the residential w*, rough grad~ of the retail are% the Clarksburg
Road frontage improvements, the turn lane improvements atMD355/ Clarksburg Road, Stringtown
Road from Oreenway Road to MD 355, the uphiu potion of Stnngtowrr Road (nw the proposed
units).

The SPA review was an extensive process creating a challenge for the determinations of d roa~
geenspaw d site planningissues.During the SPA review, there was a delay pending the provision
of additiond jnforrnation for review.

Transportation

Internal Streets - This neotraditiond neighborhood required the waiver of many typical
street design standards. MCDPW&T and MCDPS staff have worked closely with staff to
devdop rmdapprove wtivers of reduced turning radii, sidewdks of brick paving, tighter tree
spacing crosfi and trtic cahnirrg features to create a b=utfil street environment that
M be tie for pedestrians and automobdes. The Project Plan recommended the waivers be
obtained prior to PlanningBoard approval of a site plan. A copy of the approved waivers and
road desi~ by MCDPW&T and MCDPS are attached in the Appendw.

Arterial Roads - The design of the artend roads: Clarksburg Road ~ 121), Stringtowrr
Road @ 261) snd the Mid County Arterial (the Piedmont Road, Mid County Hghway or
MD 305] was the subject of much study. Nthough the Master Plan designation for the roads
was clear, the details of closed or open sectio~ bikepaths, sidewdks, street trees were
worked out with this review. It was necessary to determine the exact design of the arterial
roads beause: the Specird Protection Area (SPA) approval requires fid design prior to
approval; there was a need estabhsh conformance to Master Plan ti]defines and to address
Mstoric Presewation requirement they needed to be adapted to allow the presemation of
a hedgerow, and they had to respond to the needs of on road bicyclists. A copy of the arterial
road design rwormnendations by MCDPW&T and MCDPS and MCPD Trarrspofiation
Planning Department are attached in the Appendm.

Bicycle Lanes - During the review of this project, MCPDW&T began to recommend the
expmion of W arterirdtravel lanes or the utization of paved shoulders to accommodate on-
rorsdbicychsts. This erdargedthe pavement cross section by 2 to 16 feet within an SPA where
Class I (off road) bke kmeswere already proposed. Impervious surfaces must be minimized
within SPh. Mer review, Staff supports the on-road bike lanes on Stringto~ Road in
addition to the Class I bke path so it ti firrction as a transit corridor. For Clarksburg Road,
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the on road lanes are widened 1 foot in each duection because the Class I bike path d] be
6 f- instd of 8 f- (standard) to tiow for the pr-ation of the hedgerow and uttization
of the tisting pa~. Stiworked out a reduced lane widening for the Md County fiend
uttig a 32 foot paved roadway instead of an earher 40 foot paved roadway. Mtidly the
apphwt objected to bikewsy eonstmction within the arterial, they now agree to bufld them.

Pubhc Private Streets - The apphcant proposed four private streets. Stti was ifitidly
concerned about pubfic access and maintenance issues, but the appficsnt required assigned
parking spacea to satis~ fondmg for the project.

ParMSchool ‘

The psrtischool issues established during the earfier approvals were addressed by the development
of the ~eenway Conwpt Plan by PlanningDepartment and Park Department staff and the applicant.
The remainder of the ParM School site, the areas sorroundmg the school itself and the play fields, ti
be part of later site plan consideration.

MC Wbhc Schools have repeated their request for part of the she to be dedicated to them so they
may receive reimbursement by the State of Maryland. Their letter of December 31, 1997 ia in the
Appendii.

Historic Preservation

The apphcant has not secured the prope~ to allow the Main Street connection to MD 355 n~ to
the tied Store. The proposal cross section for Strirrgtown Road was developed to maintain a 20
setback to the wfll of the adjoining historic district property.

Site Plannin@andscaping and Lighting

The original recreation proposal for the project irrchsded 2 on-site tot lots for 775 units. The

appfimt ~ revi~ ~ti subnriti to cotiorrn to the Recreationrd @idehnes with recreation everdy
distributed throughout the site. Additiomdmnnections were developed between the town Square area
and the Geenway Park.

me origimdMPDU proposrd reflected the appropriate number of units but they were aUin one block
of multiftiy buildings. The proposal now conforms to the ~DU locational guidelines, with
conditons. .

Staff worked with the applicant to develop the design for the block which houses the Z2 unit to
inmrporate additiond greenspace, attractive garage entryways and crate a better setting for the pool.
Additiody, they devdoped m improved layout of the multifamily units and pond area in the ~lltop
section. Landscaping refinements were made throughout the process to an already beautifully
desi~ed lsndscpe plan.



Community Based Planning ksues

The project’s connection to the tieenway system throughout Clarksburg and beyond was worked
out in the =eenway Concept plan developed with this site plan.

Community Comment and ksues

Staff met with citkens and members of the Bicycle Action GOUP and received letters from both
groups and from the Clarksburg Civic Association. Their interests are the fllgrunent for Stringtovm
Road coming into private prope~, various details about the site plw, comments on landscape plan
detds, outdoor fighting and adequacy of provision for bike lanes and multi-use trtis. Their letters
are attached in the Appendm. Their letters have been forwarded to the apphcant’s consultants who
have considerd their comments for the change of a bike rack, selection of a tight tire, and other
items. SMhas recieved a M regarding concern about the lack of retigious facihties being planned
within the Town Center and the dficrdty the existing Methodist Church is having in expanding their
factities.

Project Administration

The appficant and timet to work out the details of the partischool dedications and other phasing
and SPE~OA dettis.
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MMYSIS: Conformance to Clarksburg Master Plan

A The Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstowsr Specird Study ke~ Approved and Adopted June
1994 recommend the followi~

The Clarksburg Master Plan calls for the community’s Town Center to have a stro~ identity
banring the fores for the entire planning area. The Plan stresses the importance of a town sde of
development with tied uses, protection of the environment and the creation of -ble
neighborhoods. The plan entisiorrs a development pattern which is traditionrd in chara~er and which
protwta the charatier of Clarksburg’s Historic Distriti.

The proposed site plan meets the objectives of the Master PIM as follows:

● Create a Tmn Center which will be a strong, central fomsfor the entire stu~ wea. p.42

The proposed site plan will establish a strong identity with a tradition town character as ded for
in the master plan. Phase 1 protides @tient tirature, bufldmgsand development of open spaws
to estabhsh this desirable character early on in the development of the Town Cent=.

● Encourage a mixed-use development pattern in Town Center la he~ create a live~ and
diverse place. p.44.

The master plans dews an overd densityof 5 to 7 dtiac. with a maximum of 150,000 sf for a retd
center. The proposed site plan provides 768 urdts towards a total of 1,300 ailowable units or 4.81
dti ac. The proposed residentird uses are within the Town Square, a mixed use are% and an up~
area. The r~ wntet adjawnt to the Town SquaseW be defivered in the neti Site Plan phase. The
P1arrstron~y encourages the provision of a groce~ store anchor for the fiture retti center.

● Awre thatfitire &ve[opnrentarmti theHistoric Direct complements the Dism.ct k scale
and chwacter. p.48. On ihe east side of the historic district, all development 400 feet east
of exisling MD 355 ador on land which is within the historic district should be single-
fmi~ detached structures which are not higher than two stories.

The proposed site plan conforms to this recommendation. However, the lot ske and butidmg mass
of proposed single-family units along tbe eastern edge of the historic dlstnti need to be revised to
achieve compatibihty with the scrde and character of the adjacent historic distri~. (See Historic
Preservation in Issues).

● Make the Tmn Center a focal point for communi~ services (inch as libraries andpostal
service) as well as informal communi~ activities. p,49.

The proposed site plan does not include community se~.ces to be sited w-thin the project. However,
the approved Proj~ PIw W-94004, envisioned such uses to be sited withirt either the Town Square
itseff or w.tti the rd center. There is a nd to identii and provide for such uses prior to the find



btid out oftbe entie development. Stirecormrrends that the applicant assist the County to search
for a titable pubfic tidty for the TowrrSquare or commercial area prior to the submittal of the find
site plan application.

● Create a transit+riented Ianduse pattern within the Town Center and link a[[portiorrs OJ
the Town Center with trarrsi~ws, bus loops, bib~s, andpedestrian+rienied streets.
p. 51.

The proposed site plan achieves a transit-oriental pattern of development with bufldings that front
the street and an arterial street sfitem that creates a “loop” circulation system around the Town
Center. Transit orientation dso is achieved by the use of short, walkable blocks and a network that
ties d~rectly with the future transit station located west of the project. The surrounding arterial
roadway system is intended to fiction as a “neighborhood bus loop” which will encourage residents
to walk. Provision of bus shelters at bus stops would be desirable.

● Create a land usepattem that is re~onsive to environmental concerns relating to trafic
noise arrdprotective of he~aters. p. 51. The Master Plan designates this area as pm of
the Special Protection Area witirr the Little Seneca Creek Watershed and “promotes
environmental~ sem”tive design”, p. 145.

The land use pattern that sites buildings so front doors face streets protects residential units from
noise. Nsrr the buffers protidd alongthe surroundingArterial Roads assist in protecting from trfic
noise. The site plan ti retive a SpecialProtdon Area water qutilty approval prior to the site plan
approval. me SPA approval md the design changes to the project create a more envirorrrnentd]Y
sensitive design.

The Clarksburg Master Plan objectives for development within the Little Seneca Creek watershed
include corrtrmous@Jorestedstream buffem,protection and enhancement ojwetland ~siems, water
guali~ monitoring environmental~ sensitive design and constriction of development and
irrfiastructure, and maintenance oj the errvironmentaI qua!ities of hehaters. The site plan
attempts to address these by providing enhanced reforestation in stream valleys and complying with
the more rigorous storrnwater management and water quality standards of the SPA

e Encourage an interconnected streei ystem as ~ical~ jound in older towns. p. 51.

Specific Master Plan recommendations for Clarksburg Road, Stringtowrr Road and Mid County
H]ghway are covered in both the land use and transportation chapters of the master plan. The
foflowirrgarnrnents are orgtid by roadway and represent both the requirements and intent of the
master plan.

Clarksburg Road (A-27)

b Provide a maimum oj2 lanes within a minimum of an 80foot ROW.
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cable 7, p. 114)
● Provide a Class I Bikeway ~able 10, p. 133) on the south side of the roadway to

achieve a bkeway “loop” system around the Town Center ~]gure 43, p. 132) and to
accommodate bicycle access for the non-advanced cychsts. This bikeway should
follow the ROW until it meets the par~school site and then weave its way through
thepartischool to Piedmont Road (A-305).

● The master plan calls for both Clarksburg Road and Stringtowrr Road to “serve as
entrances to the Tawn Center”, p. 52. Presewation of the mature hedgerow at
Clarks5urg Road and the cross section for Stringtowrr Road achieves this objective.

Stringtown Road (A-260)

● Provide a maximum of 4 lanes within a 120 ‘ROW. (Table 7, p. 115)
● Provide a Class I Bikeway (Table 10, p. 133), along the north side of the road to

create a bikeway “loop” system around the Town Center @]gure 43, p. 132) and to
accommodate bike access for the non-advance cychst.

● The existing crossing [of Little Seneca Creek] will need to be widened to
accommodate wo &itional Imes. Men widened, this crossing is recommended
to include areas for bike paths along Stringtown Road and for the Little Seneca
Creek greemvq, which will cross under Stringtown Road. ~. 123)

Whhirrthe Hstoric ~wnct boundary at Stringtown Road, a reduced width ROW and closed section
cross s~on is supported by the master plan in order to achieve the plan’s objectives for protection
of the district’s unique character. The Plan’ objectives sti~ requires necessary features such as the
bikeway, median and street trees, and sidewalks. The below gade culvert, at the stream crossimg,

needs to be adapted to maintain the greenway connections.

Wdcounty ~ghway (A-305 or ~d-County Arterial)

● Pravi& a maximumof 2 bes, divi&dwithin a minimum of a 80foot ROW. (Table
7, p. 115)

● Achieve a park-hke character along the roadway. “Setbacksfiom the Mi~ounV
Highw~ @-305) shauHbeprm’dedwithin the Town Center to establish aparkw~
like character”, p. 52.

The Site Plan conforms to this Master Plan. The landscaping provided creates an informal, parkway
character and a buffer strip provides for the setback.

Redgrave Place @-S)

● Create a ~ecial character for Redgrme Place as it traverses the Clarkburg
Historic District. p. 52.

● Provide a maximum of 2 lanes or 24 feet in width within the historic district.
● Provide the coWection for P-5 with ~ 355 in a manner which does not negatively
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impact the tradition character of the Dlstriet. ~. 53 and 125),

The proposed site plan meets the Master Plan recommendations for Redgrave Place.

● *avih a varie~ of open pace featires. p. 53.

The Master Plan calls for the Little Seneca &eenway which traverses the site to be
“am~.or open ~ce featire in TM Center, mating it importarrt that the greem~
be visible daccew’ble to thepblic”, p. 53. The purpose of the greenway system
is not ordy preservation of the stream vrdleys, but also, “&velopment of a trail
~stem”, p. 156. The Plan dso stresses the visual and recreational importance of
other smder open spaces such as Forest Conservation Areas rdorrgstreams and the
Commission’s fig Pond Locd.Park. Accessibihty and integration of recreational
opportunities are major objectives.

me propo~ site plrmachieves the intent of the Master Plan by increasing the recreational fadties
within Nng Pond Local Park and by providing a landscape treatment that enhances the overd
character of the greenway. Most importantly, the site plan provides a continuous trd system that
@tie into fiture segments to the noti and south of the greenway. Continuity of the trd is critical
to its success. Roadway crossings under Stringtown Road needs to provide a stabihzed trd surface
within the widened culverts. This approach to roadway crossings, landscape enhancement and
passive recreatiorrd use of the greerrway win be repeated throughout the greenway network.

B. Conformance to the Master Plan for Historic Places

The Clsrksburg tistoric District is on the Master Plan for Hstoric Preservation and adjoins the
proposed site plan rdong its western boundary,

The Hstoric Preservation Com.ssion WC) has reviewed the propod in the conteti of a Master
Plan ramrnendation on March 11, 1992 and in the conteti of a Project Plan application on March
22,1995. The ~C comments b-e the basis ofProject P1snconditions of approval that dedt with
the fo~owing the width of Main Street (ska Redgrave Place Efiended); the provision of accessible
sewer to the Distn@, providing an open space for the JohrrClark ftiy grave markery and a mncept
for art equitable development scenario of the Main Street connection to ~ 355 firrvolving the
Ruddirrgrocery store). Additioti conditions provided for compatibihty along the common boundary.
between the homes in the District and the proposed new homes and improved the connections
between the etistirrg church to the new subdivision.

h the corrt- of the she plan review, the WC reviewed the project and found several requirements
outstarrdmgand has passed on the foflo~ recomnrendatiom. a 20 R setback, free of a pubfic utihty
easemerr~ from the right-of-way to the historic Day house at the comer of MD 355 and Stringtowrr
Road; appropriate fighting on Stringtown Road to be compatible with the Mstoric Dlstnc\ the CTC
developer and tic Ruddin should continue to resolve their issues to allow the Main Street
mmrection to occur opposite Rd#ave Pla~, a detailed design for a public spacdlnterpretative area
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to include the Clark Family Cemetery headstones with appropriate protection should be developed
firther for sttiretiew and approval; and a lot should be deleted from the si@e fdy home area
diuectly adjacent to the ~storic District.

The removal of a proposed house is to cr=te compatibility between the two,projects uflig sitiar
tied and dimensioned bufldmgsand surrounding open spaces. The etisting condition on Spire Street
has thr~ homes that have lot tidths at their building face of 130 ~ 115 fi and 180 fi. The lots along
~ 355, whose r= yards adjoin the common boundary, have 40 and 60 foot widths at the front
btidirrg ke. The proposed sii lots have 2 lots with 68 foot widths at the front bufldmg be, one lot
at 65 fm~ one lot at 990 feet, one lot at 88 feet and one lot at 120 feet. The average frontage for W
~ lots is 83feet. The ,approvedProject Plan condition reads: “...the size of ]ots d SefbUCb O/the
proposed development must match, approm.mately, the development stantih in the R-200 Zone
for buitingsetbachdwi~ of Iotsalong the southeasternbou- ojthe site... ” The required
lot width along the front building setback line is 100 feet The dimefisions of the proposed lot
widths and the sketch below show the lack of conformance with the desire of the WC and the
Planning Boards wfier ddsions. The ~propod clearly shows that the 100 foot lot tidths work
to crate an appropriate transition between the tisting ~storic D]stnct and the proposed units. See
memo of Janu~ 15, 1998 from’the Hstoric Preservation Commission in the Appendm.



r. ;

C. Cotiormwe to the review comments of the MCPD Parks Deptiment

MCPD Parks department has review the proj- and offered the support of the Geenway Conmpt
Plan and thek ~tmw of recreational facilities to be built by this apptiwt whhin ~ws Park per
their @dtia. ~ey reiterated the terms and conditions of the partischool dedication that was part
of tbe Prehary Plan approval. See memo Dated January 13, 1998 in Appendm.
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~ALYSIS: Conformance to Development Standards - =-2

PRO~CT DATA T~LE

Permitted/
Development Standard Required
Lot Area (at.): 30 ac min.

Dwe~n~ Units

Min

O~e-ftily detached
Townhouse
Multiple-fmnily
TOTAL 150
Moderately-priced DUS irrcluded(12.5%) 96

Oreen Area or outside amenity area (total for site)
Wfin the commercial portion of site
Wfirr the residential portion of site

M. Number of dwelfing units approved

Budding Height
MM. Residentid Density (total site)

W Bldg setbacks (h.):
From one ftiy zone

Comrnercid bldgs
Residentid bldgs

From any street
Commercial bldgs
Residentid bldgs

1syo
50%

150 du’s or

Not > m
recommendation

4 stones
30 dtiac

100fi.
IOoft

da
da* *

Proposed
120.17 ac Phase I
270.16 ac Total

75
295
398
768
96

da WIPhase ~
@.7~0

1,300 duosw/ Optional
Method uti~ing Projeet Plan

2,600 for Town Center totrd
1,300 CTC total
768 CTC Phase I

4 stories
11.9 dtiac
(1,300 dti109.17 ac)

da -wI Phase D
50 fi*

da -WI Phase U
10 R mirr**

*Per 59-C- 10.38 dews for setback reduction by 50°/0if there are trees or other features on the site
that permit a lesser setback w/o adversely tiecting development on the adjoiting
prope~. The appficant seeks a 50V. setback in the areas adjoining the C1arksburgMstoric Distnet
where mature trees are in place and are proposed to be saved and embehshed with additional planting
** The p]anrring Board reviewed this setback during the Project Plsrr Retiew md found that no

wtback is necessary per the approved master plan.
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Partig

Allowed ~equired Provided

To be located on W zoned land Cotiorms
To COtiO~ to 59-E PB waiver of pkg

req’mt to allow on
str- parking for req’d
spaces

Number of Psrtig Spaces
Phase 1A- Town Square

Multiftiy (248 du @ 1.5/du)
S~ and ~ (18 + 159 @. O/du)
TOTM

Note: 17 spaces req’d on street

Phase lB - Mutop ~stri~
Multifamily (150 @ 1.5/du)
S~ and ~ ( 59 + 134 @ 2.O/du)

Note: 90 spaces req’d on street

372
~
726 1098

(389 on street,
345 parking lot,
364 driveway/garage)

225
m
611

Required Pubhc Fadties and Arnefities are fisted above SI~ AN~YSIS: Conformance to Project
Plan. The site plan provides the required pubhc facihties and amenities.
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mDU CALCULAmONS

MPDUS required for 768 du’s - 12.5% of 768 =96
MPDUS provided h Tow Square area: 12 ~s and 28 multifamily du’s
Mpdu’s provided in UpMl District: 14 th’s and 42 multifamily du’s

REC~A~ON CALCULA~ONS
tots children teens adults srs Total

DE~ND TOTAL 102.1 137.4 19.8 930.7 98.6 1388.7

SUPPLY (amount proposed)
ON SITE
Tot Lot (1)
Multi-age Play Lot (2)
PicnidSitting (12)
Open Play Area ~ (1)
Bke System (1)
Pedestrian System (1)
Nature Trtis(l)
Nature Areas(l)
Stirnrning Pools(l)
WadingPool(l)
ON SI~ TOTAL

9.0
18.0
12.0
3.0
5.1
10.2
5.1
0.0
5.1
15.3

2.0
22.0
12.0
4.0
13.7
27.5
13.7
6.9
27.5
6.9

0.0
6.0
18.0
4.0
18.0
24.0
18.0
12.0
24,0
0.0

4.0 1.0
14.0 2.0
60.0 24.0
10.0 1.0
139.6 9.9
418.8 44.4
18.0 139.6
93.1 4.9
232.7 14.8
46.5 4.9

1622.9

EXSTJNG 0~ SITE TOTAL 74,7
PROPOSED OFF SITE TOTAL m
Efisdrrg Off Site Supp~ Points for a Tot Lot, Open Play Area L Sour-Jutior, Basebdl-Jurrior yields
a total of 74.7 points at 35 value YO of each. Proposed Off Site Supply Points for a Tot Lot, a
Multiage Play Area and 6 Picnic Sitting Areas yield 79.9 points at 85 V. vrdue of each.

SmPLY TOTM 1111.s

TOTAL PERCENTAGE FOR EACH CATEGORY

100.5 120.3 124.6 131.6 137.8

The recreation proposal for the Site Plan exceeds the required amount of the recreation for the
project.
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~~GS for Site Plan Review:

1. The site plan is consistent with the Project Plan approved for this site utifizing the M-2
optional method of development. See discussion above.

2.

3.

The site plan meets dl of the requirements of the zone in which it is located. See Project Data
Table above.

The locationa of the bufldirrgsand structures, the open spaces, the landscaping, recreation
facfities, and the pedestrian and vehicular circulation sys~emsare adequate; s~e and efficient.

a. Location of Bufldings

The 768 homes (75 S~s, 295 Townhouses and 398 multifamily units) are sited to create the look
of an older tow utfig what we now cdl neotraditiond town planning. The unit locations as
described esrher in this report, create a senea of blocks which provide a suitable residential setting
for each unit type. This layout estabhshes order and clear orientation for each street and to each
address. Additiorrdy, each unit type faces the street and connects to it with a W* for dmect, safe
and efficient connections. M the parking areas dso connect to the streets and units for safe and
ficient use. The unit orientation to the street dso provides for an attractive view horn adjoining
roadways and properties, biding the rear yards from pubhc view.

There is common open space for each buflding type, either within a neighborhood green or mews.
The buildings location at the block edge leave opportunities for a variety of open spaces for pubtic
and private use. The provision of many sitting and play areas dispersed throughout the units and
pubhc spaces create an abundance of opportunities for pubfic gathering and recreation.

The edge of~storic District would be improved with the creation more open space within the S~
units proposed there.

The ~DU lomtions mnform to the approved guidelines by providing 12.5% of the proposed units
as ~DUs; providing two dflerent types of units, similar to the proposed units in the proje~,
townhouses with ordy ~DWs are permitted as show, the Uphill District townhouses and
md*y units are units are sited near recreation areas open space play sreaa. The outstanding items
for the ~DU locations are : the townhouses in the Town Square District must either be relocated
n~ to recreation sr- or recrmtion shrdlbe installed near them; the site plan and record plats must
identifi all ~DU locations. W]th these improvements, the ~DUs conform to the Site Plan
~]de~ies approved by the Planning Board 6/1/95.

b. Open Spaces

There are 70.65 acres ‘ofopen space provided within the whole Clarksburg Town Center. Tbe open
spaces are used for environnrentd rrrhigatio%for recreatio~ buffers and tree presewation. Wltbin the
developd ar~ the open spaces provide for sitting areas, walks and buffers between development.
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Discussion of Environmental Endings

Strearn buffers per the Environrnentrd tidetines and Priority One forest conservation areas have
beersprotect~ with the exeeption ofuesavoidable intrusions for grading of the Geenway road, road
crossings on &eenway Road and Main Street, stormwater management facfities, and sewer
installation. Oreenway Road grading til be done ody in unforested portions of the stream v~ey
and will be reforested. None of the impervious road surface will be within the buffer. The road
erossirrgs@ have to mnform to the county guidehnes for environmentally sensitive road crossings
which encourage reduction of the crossing footprint and maintenance of the stream channel.
Mthougb the stormwater management facihties require some forest cleafig and for the most part
cannot be reforested (although some land~aping is possible), they are vital to protedion of the
stream from the irnpaas of development and aot be located outside the buffer without si~at
impact to the layout and density of the plan. To the extent possible, the sewer easements avoid the
most sensitive areas and fil be reforested.

h d instances, intrusions into the stream buffers will be mirritied and mitigation ofimpads d
be requird. Another danger to streams and stream buffers on this site is the large area and amount
of grading that M be done titbier the development arm. A prottiio~ extraordinary and redundant
sediient and erosion mntrol m=res are be.mgrequired during construction. To ensure that these
measures are adequate, effective, and in good worting order, strdT is recommending that ass
independent inspmor fidd by the appfiti be retained by MCDPS to monitor the sediment control
deviees and derd with potential problems. This approach is being successfully used for another site
plan currently under construction in a sensitive watershed, and is consistent with recoersrnendations
made in the County’s Sediment Control Task Force Report (June 1997).

~ ~fStormwater Mana~ement

Stormwater management is provided by several on-site water quanti~ and qurdity fadties which
have been required as part of the review and approval of the SPA Water Quti~ Plan. Water qurdity
control wifl be provided by an extensive series of Best Management Practices @MP’s) including
sand flter~ bioretentiou and clearrwater recharge sra. These facdities are finked together with the
quantity mntrol factities which consist of a dry pond within the western stream v~ey and a wet pond
located within the development ar~ on the w side of the property. Both ponds are in approximate
locations identified by the Clsrksburg Environmental & Water Resources Study for shared
storrnwater management facilities. Nthougb facilities that are in-stream or have permanent pools
of water are not usually desirable in temperature sensitive watersheds, it was determined as part of
the retiew of the Pretiary Water Qrstity Plan that given the development intensity, more effe~ive
stormwater controls would be provided by these facilities. The in-stream factity wi~ use the dam
~=ted by the &eenway Road crossing which eliminates additional disturbance. The remainder of
the valley will be Iefi as it is except for reforestation. The wet pond will be designed tith as many
features as possible to reduce the temperature of water entering the stream from the pond outfall.
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The storrnwater management facilities are finked together so that they provide extraordinary and
redundant storsnwater management controls.

The Botid has adopted guidebes for Park and PlanningDepartment review of projects within SPNS.
~ese guidekes focus on ~snding wetland buffas, expsndmg and accelerating forest conservation
opportunities, and titing site imperviousness levels. They have been addressed by the site plan in
the fo~owing mannec

BUFFERS - Stream btiers have been discussed above. As previously noted, the Board
decided expanded wetland buffers would not apply in the town center. The majority of the
wtisnds, seeps and springs on the property are physidy protected within the stream v~eys.
Measures have been taken to minimize even temporary disturbance of the wetlands, and
where unavoidable disturbmcc W omr (road crossings and sewer installation), 2:1 wetkmd
mitigation d be providd. To reduce the more critid impacts on hydrology for the wetland
areas, the plan proposes severfl stormwater management BMP’s designed to encourage
~tration and groundwater recharge.

FORESTATION - The plan will include reforestation of au unforested stream buffer areas
using at least whip size planting stock to minimize the time to canopy closure. A 5-yesr
maintenance program wi~ be required to better ensure survival of the forest plantings.

WERWOUWSS - hperviousness within the town center far exceeds the level which is
desirable in the headwaiters area of a sensitive watershed such as Utile Seneca Creek.
However, given the nature of the land use and site design this cannot be avoided. Attempts
have been made by the appfiwt to minimize impervious surfaces by use of on-street psr~el
parking and tighter curb radi, but in staffs opinion firther reduction is possible. We
recommend deletion of the on-street parking from the following locations: 1) the stream
vdey side of the Gcerrway Road from Stringtowrs Road to the intersection with Street “O;
2) both sides of Street “V from Stnngtowrr Road to Street “D; 3) the stream vdey side of
Street “~ from Street “D” to the bikepath crossing; and 4) on Street “D” west of its
intersectionwith Street “V. k additio~ we stronglydiscourage widening of road surfaces
for on street bike lanes and paved shoulders.

Hope for reducing the impact of the excessive impervious surfaces on this watershed fies in
providing etiraordmary storrnwater management facihties and B~’s for dl runoff from
these surfaces. Due to the amount and configuration of density proposed for this site, space
for and capacity within these facilities is very hrnited. Gven the proposed edge of,the
developed sre~ this situation cannot be remedied without sacrificing more of the
enviromentdly sensitive stream buffer area. Reducing the amount of proposed
irnpesviousness,where possible, and avoiding addition of more imperviousness are the best
ways to ensure that the proposed facilities will be adequate and effective.
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Final Water -w

The FM Water Qtity Plan for the tow center addresses the Performance Gods established during
pre-appfimtion rtiew, outies the strate@esthat wifl be employed to meet these god$ and includes
a detied PISOfor water qutity monitoring of the str- before, during and tier construction. The
foflowing is a brief tisnrnary of the performance gods and strategies

Protect the stretisquatic habitat - restore habitat which promotes natu~ recovery
toward a Use W stream habitat.
Address fhe three components of aquatic habitat. Chemical component - Water
quality BM ‘S;Phym’calcomponent - reforestation of stream bufier, stream valley
improvements, stringent erosion and sediment controls, stormwater mmagement
controls, conversion of agricultural fielh; Temperature - retentioheplanting of
fwest within stream valleys, BWS incIu&ng sand$lters, bioretention, clearswater
recharge and COOIwater in]ltration and recharge,

Maintain natural on-site stream channels: through effective upland site planning,
stormwater mntrols, and sediient sod erosion mntro~ protect stream habitat features
vulnerable to anticipated development impacta.
Redu&t sedment cantro( water quality BMs, stornnvaier management quantity
controk, reforestation along stream channels, stream channel improvements,
protection of existing stream valley forest and wetlands.

Mini&e sto~ow runoff increases - Through stormwater management, decrease
duration and frequency of batill discharge to preconstmction levels.
Control $rst 1” of runofifiom proposed impervious suflaces to mimic existing
conditions during a twoyear sform.

To identi$ and protect stream bhs prone to erosion and slumping - Identi~ the
most erosion prone stream ba~ areas and stablhze them with a combination of
structuraland bioertginecred solutions to anticipate the altered flow regime resulting
from development.
Stream valley improvement

To sninitie increases to ambient water temperature - minimize increases to 3.5
percent of etistirrg baseflow conditions.
Water quality BMs which infiltrate stornnvater runoff and mix it with cooler
groundwater, shading of stream valley through retentiotiplanting offorest.

To snifinrize sediment loading - m.rritie sediment loading and reduce stream
embeddedness by 80 percent
Reforesting stream buffer, stream stabilization, stringent erosion and se~ment
control, slornnvater management centrals, conversion of agricultural~elb.
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GOAL:

S~EGY:

mm.

S~~GY:

Maintain stream baseflow - Limit the post-development reduction of base flow in
str-s to Opercent.
Partial (80%) maintenance through inrltration B~s.

Protect springs, seeps, and wetlands - Protect natural recharge areas of pererrnird
seeps and springs that provide cold water to str-s where feasible.
Minimize disturbance, in$ltration BWS, stream valley open spares.

Environrnentd Planning Division staff concur with MCDPS that the proposed Fmd Water Qud]ty
Plan meets the SPA requirements for the development and grading areas within the site and for a
portion of the perimeter arterial roads (seeMCDPS memo). We recommend condition approval
of the plan.

Arterial Road Open Section Roadway Waivers are required to approved closed section roadways
within a Special Protection Area.

Environmental Planning D]vision staff support use of closed section improvements to Strirrgtowrs
Road horn MD Route 355 to the Greenway Road, and for Clarksburg Road from MD Route 355 to
the Greenway Road. It has been deterrnind that additiond storrnwater management controls can be
provided to compensate for the loss of open swdes for these roads and water qudi~ til be
protected. Strirrgtown Road from the Greenway Road to Midcounty Arterial should be a modtied
open-section road. Midcounty Arterird till be reviewed as part of fiture site plans.

Si@carrt noise impacts atTectingthe outdoor area of Lot 1, Block K and Lots 1,6,7, 10 and 11,
Block J have been mitigated to the exent feasible by smrdl, densely landscaped berms to provide at
least visual screening of the noise source. The sme visu~screetingisprotidedforLots23~d 33,,
Block K and bt 51, Block L through use of fencing around the perimeter of the rear yards. htenor
noise Ievds tithisr d of these units W be addres~ by appropriate buildlrrg design and construction.

c. Landscaping and L]ghting

The Iand=pkg plan is rictiy developed to provide for a variety of firrctions: buffering and screeni~,
to provide shade for parking lots, street$ sitting and play areas to stabi~ie stream valleys to create
entry features; to tiiculate the Town Square and presewe etisting wooded areas. The bike path
rdong Greenway Road will be accentuated by groves of trees which allow for intermittent views of
the stream vauey. The Forest Conservation Plan and the stream valley buffer planting will create a
forested str- vdey over time with water qudlty benefits. The Landscaping Plan dso provides for
SWM facihty plantings to assist in water retention and to provide for an attractive setting for
utitarian fictions. The plrurtselectionsproposed by the applicant are suited to the environment and
their intended purpose.
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Staff recommends that firther review be required to: provide additiorsrdplanting within the SW
facilitie$ to determine the appropriate ground cover for the steep slope> to assure that evergreen
plantingsbe added to Stringtowrr Road to assist with perceptual noise mitigation, and for the Town
Square, a planting that will add some presence to the space until a civic use is found to occupy the
space. For those areas where tighter tree spacing is proposed within the pubhc right-of-way, the
HOA til be required to maintain those trees.

d. Recreation

Recreation demand is satisfied as shown in the recreation calculations table above.

The recreation proposal has located a vsrie~ of play areas throughout the project. h order to
provide play areas within convenient access to dl the units within each block the typid play sra
has, in some m$ been dispersed to provide a sin~e swing or sandbox sod bench tucked within ass
open space, rather than require a large totlot structure for every location. Play equipment and path
mnrrections have been added to the existingfigs Park to accommodate the increased usage by this
development.

The MPDU townhouses within the Town Square neighborhood need to have additiorrd recreation
added next to them.

e. Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation

The veticular and pedestrian circulation systems are merged for the neighborhood and Tom Square
arms. Both the streets and the sidewti that adjointhem on both sides crmte a modified grid system
for circulation - modified to meet existing conditions and topography.

The irrterrrdstreets are desi~ed (titb some waivers) to Wow pedestrian fiendly features ie, reduced
curb radii, raised crosswalks and intersections, parallel parking which create a safe, clearly defined
esrviromnent for both vehicles and pedestrians. The multiple intersections and block pattern create
eff]cient and safe access to each unit or parking lot and assists movement throughout the
neighborhood.

Merndy, Oreenwsy Road provides a recreational trail that is off road to separate the blcychst from
the motorists. The mrrnections across Main Strm we dad by crosswalks and a raised intersection
to provide safe pedestrian and bicychst crossings. Beyond the site to the nofi~ the Geenway bike
M W cross Clarksburg Road and connect to the park to the north. South of the site it W connect
efficiently and safely to bike trails planned with roadway improvements. Main Street ~ be a
desi~atd route for a Class ~ or on road bke path. StMrecommends that the applicant post it with
a sign to hi~ght the presence of bicyclists.

Other irrtemd street features are for private streets to tilow on street parking atigned to units, staff
supports this waiver ofstsndards. Until the Main Street connection is made there needs to be a turn
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around at its terminus.

The @ernd arttid streets and their access points are in accordance with the approved Pretisry
Plan. The srterid streets include Class I bike paths, per the Master Plan. They are placed along the
side of the prope~ to efficiently provide the population of Clarksburg Town Center a continuous
loop around the entire proj~ and to make a N to the transit station and regional bike psths beyond.

The pedtian system for the proj- is wntirruous, ~cient and safe. Sidewdks are in place on every
street, providing complete pedestrian access through the developed areas. Each block has a path
through it for efficient movement through the entire ara. The path system within the open spaces
connects to the sidewrdks for a continuous and eficient movement. Staff recommends that one
sidewti be deletd due to lack of use and the need to reduce paving in the SPA - the sidewdk rdong
the north side of the Md-County Arterial.

4. Each structure and use is compatible with other uses and other site plans and with etisting
and proposed adjacent development.

The Clsrksburg Town Center ti be ultimatelybe perceived as an efiension of the laud use patterns
established within the etisting town of Clarksburg. The proposed siting of SFD units nex to the
boundary of the homes within the Hstoric District will establish a continuity of unit type, mass and
layout born etisting to new development. The removal of one proposed SFD home along the will
improve the compatibility between the projects. The topography that slopes away from Stnngtown
Road and Mid County Mend and the heavily planted buffer allow for the development to be sited
with the least intrusion to the rural land to the east of the property.

The preservation of and the provision of a wooded buffer between the Hstoric District, the church
Clarksburg Road and the proposed site plan til allow for development to occur with a retention of
the etisting character of the area and minimized errviromuentd disturbance.

The activity sssociatd with the propod residential and recreatiomd uses will not cause any negative
tiect on the etisting town.

5. The site plrm meets dl applicable requirements of Chapter 22A regarding forest conservation.

The site plan meets d apph~le requirements of Chapter 22A regarding forest conservation. Forest
Conservation requirements for this phase of the development have been met by the preservation of
approtiatdy 16 acres of etisting forest, with addltiond planting of approximately 8 acres.

Moa of the forest retention and plantingareas are within stream valleys that will be dedicated as park
land. A CategoV I Consewation easement will be placed over the forest conservation and buffer
arw outside of park dedication as shown on the Forest Conservation Plan. See approvti memo of
January 15, 1998 in the Appendm.
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CON~USION

The review team for the Clarksburg Town Center # 8-98001 includes the following:

Charfie Loehr, Chief Development Review
WynrsE. W]tthans, Development Review
Ron Weke, Transportation Planning
Cathy CodoL Environmentrd Planning
Gwen Wright, Hstoric Preservation
Karen Ku- Lyn Colem~ CornmuNty Based Planning
Tanya Schrrsieler,Park Planning
Joe Davis, Development Review
also: Larry Ponsford, Mcherd MA Brooke Farquhar, Beverly Breen, Ki Kim John Carter

Sara Natid, MCDPS
Greg Lec~ MCDPW&T
Richard Gee, MCDPS
Rick BrushMCDPS
Greg Cook MDS~
Janice TurpiL MCPS
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APPmH
a. Stmdard conditions dated January 16, 1998.
b. Correspondence referenced in report

NO~: A transcript of the Project Plan and copy of the minutes of the Pre~in~ Plan hearing ~
been placed in the Planning Board office for the Board’s retiew.

g:hpst~S-9800i
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APPENDH A:

STANDARD CONDI~ONS OF APPROVAL DA~D 1/16/98:

1. Submit a Site Plan Enforcement Agreement, Development Progrq and Homeotiers
Association Documents for review and approval prior to approval of the
signature set as follows and as stated above in other conditions

a. Development Program to include a phasing schedule as follows:
1) Street tree planting must progress as street construction is completed, but no later

than six months Mer completion of the units adjacent to those streets.
2) ComnnsniV-wide pedestrian pathways and recreation facilities must be

completed prior to seventy percent occupancy of each phase of the development.
3) Landscaping associated with each parking lot and budding shd be completed as

construction of each facifity is completed.
4) Pedestrim pathways and wting areas associated with each facfity shd be completed

as constmction of each facifity is completed.
5) Clearing and grading to correspond to the construction phasirr~ to minimize sofl

erosion;
6) Coordination of each section of the development and road$
7) Phasing of dedications, storsnwater management, sedimentierosion control,

recreatio~ forestation conrnnsni~ paths, trip mitigation or other features.
8) Phasing of site clearing and grading to rrrinirnzesofl erosio~
9) Phasing of stormwater management and forest construction.

2. Signature set of site, lasrdsmpW@tirrg forest conservation and sedment and erosion control
p]ms to include, in addition to other requirements, for staff review prior to approv~ by MCDPS:

;.

c.
d.
e.

f

g

h.
i.

j

1.

Undisturbed stream buffers at least 120 to 150 feet feet wide as shown on the site plw
Limit of disturbsmce
Methods and location of tree protectio~
Forest Conservation arew,
Relocation of storrnwater factity outfafls horn pond away from forest presewation
or other environmentally sensitive Sre=,
Conditions ofMCDPS Water @dty/Stomrwater Management Concept approval letter dated
January 15, 1998;
Note stating the M-NCPPC sttimust inspect tree-save areas and protection devices
prior to clearing and grading,
The development program inspection schedule.
Category I conservation easement and park dedication boundary
Street trees rdongd pubhc and private streets inclusive of the arterial streets surrounding the
projecC

Centrfllzed, screened trash areas for au multi-farrdly and one-family attached units
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except townhouses
m. Dettis for and location of noise fencing to attenuate current noise levels to no more

than 45 @A Ldn for the outdoor back yard area of homes at Stringtowrr Road and
Midcounty Arterird.

n. cetimtion from a professiorrd acoustical engineer that the building shell d
attenuate current noise levels to an interior level not to exceed 45 ~A Ldn.

o. location of outfdls away horn tree preservation ara,
p. environmental setting protecting the historic resource or site.

3. Forest Conservation Plan shall satisfi all conditions of approval prior to recording of plat and
MCDEP issuance of sediment and erosion control permit.

4. No cltig or grading prior to Planning Department approval of sigrrature set of plans.
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APPE~R: Previous Planning Board Environmental Decisions

me proposed site plan inchsda 768 of the approtiately 1300 ufits anticipated for the tom center
site with associated infrastructure. It also includes grading for the fiture commerci~off icdretd
portion of the site. The plan results in complete development or grading of the west side of the site
and development of approximately one third of the east side.

As part of project and pre~irrary plan review, the Board made the foflowirrg decisions

1. -mmmeneroac hmenl & & * Qfti ~ eenway ~ (no clearing of forest,
no imperviousnws k the buffer, complete reforestation) and two associated stormwater management
facfities (minimize disturbance and re-vegetate) due to the effect the dtemative would have on site
design and density.

2. Estabfishd that Clarksburg Tow Center must wmply.with Special Protection Area (SPA) Water
Quality Review requirements except that the revised SPA wetland buffers (tij~lines /or
tirorrrnentiIM=gement of Development jrrMontgome~ Coun~, February 1997 edition) would
w apply.

3. Agreed that _ - m ~ _ wherever p-e to meet county Forest
Conservation Law requirements and Clarksburg Master Plan objective meadow/tidflower areas
or other amenity landscaping must be placed outside of buffers.

4, A~eed that f- plantingin the Ulttle Sen~_ -~ a ~W and instructed the apphcmt to
make a good faith effort to find off-site planting aras within the watershed, if neeessary, before
planting in the portion of the she draining to Litie Bennett Creek.

5. Approved M w d W * roadways h neighborhood.= - M
MCDP ~ _ based upon EpD and MCDpS a~eement that the ~der road ~noff Cm be
compensated for by proposed increased storage of stormwater mnoff in the water qutihy facfities
(control of 1“ of mrroff over the impervious surfaces instead of the more typical 1/2”).
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TJE lMARYLAND-NATlONAL CAPITAL pARK AND pLANNING COMMISSION

87s7GeorgiaAvenue.SlverSpri~.MamlaW209103760

Date of ~iling: March 26, 1996
.
..

Preliminaq Plan No. : #1-95042
Name of Plan: Clarksburg Town Centez

Action: Approval, subject to conditions. (Motion by Comissio=r
Aron; seconded by Commissioner Holmes; with a vote of 5 to O,
Commissioners Aron, Holmes, Hussm+, Baptiste md Richardson
voting in favor of the motion).

INTRODU~ION

On September 28, 1995, the Montgomery County Planning Board
(“Board”) held a public hearing to consider Preliminary Plan 1-
95042, an application for s@division approval in the W-2 zone.
The proposed uses include residential, retail and comercial
development. The Applicants, Piedmont & Clarksburg Associates,
proposed to create 834 lots on 267.50 acres of land.

At the hearing, the Board heard testimony and received
evidence submitted in the record on the application. Based upon
the testimony and evidence presented, the Board finds Preliminary
Plan 1-95042 to be in accordance with the purposes and
re~irements of the Subdivision Regulations (Chapter 50,
Montgomery County Code, as amended) and approves Preliminary Plan
1-95042, subject tO the conditions listed at the end of this
opinion.

EACKGROUNO

The property is located northeast of Maryland Route 355
between Clarksburg Road and Stringtown Road (A-260 on the Master
Plan). Piedmont Road crosses through the northern portion of the
property. The Applicant proposes constmction of 1,300 dwelling
units, including townhomes, multi-family and single-family
residences- The proposal also includes 150,000 sqare feet of
retail space and 100,000 s~are feet of office/development space.

The underlying development authority, Project Plan No. 9-
94004. was aDQroved bv the Planninq Ward on Mav 11. 1995, after
two prior Pl~&ing Bo~rd meetings iheld
The record for Preliminary Plan 1-95042
records from those prior hearings.

on Aprii 6 and 20~ 1995).
specifically includes the
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DISWSSION ~ FINDINGS

The Planning Department staff evaluated the transportation
effects of the subject application as rewired by the Subdivision
Re~lations and as recommended in the Master Plan. First, the
Board must determine that public facilities, including roads,
will be adeqate to support and ~ervice the area of the proposed
subdivision. Staff evaluated t~e impact of the proposed
development on nearby roads and intersections in accordance with
the Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines. Necessa~ local
area transportation review improvements fof this project are
identified in condition #2 for Project Plan “No.9-94004.

The second level of transportation review was based on the
Master Plan recommendation that development districts, or
alternative financing mechanisms, be implemented prior to new
development, to ensure that road infrastructure be provided to
support recommended Master Plan development. The Clarksburg
Master Plan specifically addressed the County’s fiscal concerns
that the timing and seqence of development in the area should be
responsive to the fact that capital improvements funding rewired
to support new growth will have to come from a variety of
sources, including government sources and private development.
As part of the Project Plan discussion, the Board re~ested staff
to conduct an analysis of the Master Plan road network, determine
the amount of road infrastncture reqired, evaluate how the
roads would be built, and recomend when they should be built.

The Master Plan anticipated a funding shortfall for the
construction of schools, local roads and other comunity
facilities recommended in the Master Plan to sewe the expected
new growth. In response to this, the Master Plan recommended
that development in Clarksburg should occur in stages conditioned
upon the ability of private developers to fund a significant
portion of the infrastructure improvements or the availability of
other new sources of revenues. The Plaming Ward expressed a
desire to address the Master Plan’s stated need to comprehensive-
ly allocate among developers a responsibility to construct
portions of road infrastructure in a fair and e~itable manner.

To ensure that the Applicant fund its share of road
infrastructure, as best can be determined at this time, staff
recommended that the Applicant improve Stringtown Road (A-260),
to County standards as a two lane road within the Master Plan
Alignment, No. 2. as of August 25, 1995. Staff’s assessment was
based on the 1993 Fiscal Impact Analysis prepared by the
Montgomery County Office of Planning Implementation (OPI), as
part of the Clarksburg Master Plan review. The OPI study
projected a funding gap of approximately $89 million for reqired
infrastructure. The Study also projected approximately $37
million in revenues to be
Tax (CET). Since the CET

generated-by the Construction Excise
has been repealed, this loss of
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I
anticipated revenue must be
total estimated funding gap

added to the capital gap, with a
of approximately $126 million. Staff

thus estimated the Applicant’s share of this infrastructure to be
approximately 10 percent, or $12.5 million, with no County or
State input. The Planning Ward concluded that the Stringtown
Road improvement, which will be the responsibility Of the
applicant, represents the current best estimate of the Town
Center’s share of the Master Plan road infrastructure (as more
particularly identified in revised’traffic staff memo of
09/26/95.)

Staff noted that if the Council adopts an impact t= or

other alternative road infrastncture funding mechanism, then the
Applicant’s contribution (in the form of improvements to
Stringtom Road) will be assessed and, if found lacking, will be
augmented by additional tax requirements. The Board determined
that the infrastructure schemes proposed by the Master Plan are
legislative in nature, will be implemented by the Council, and
may or may not grandfather development.predating any such
legislation. The Board concluded that to anticipate the
Council’s actions would be presumptive, and premature.

M~OT has reqested that the hiker/biker trail shown in the
Clarksburg Master Plan along Stringtown Road (A-260) be
constructed along P-5 from Frederick Road (MO 355) to Piedmont
Road (A-305), in lieu of the Master Plan”Mignment. The de-
veloper has agreed to construct the hiker/biker trail along P-5.

Applicant also will be rewired to dedicate approximately 8
acres of land for a future school site, to be used in the interim
as public parkland. At the time the school is developed, if
ever, the parkland adjoining the school site will be jointly used
as school athletic facilities and public parkland under an
easement agreement between The Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission and Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS).
MCPS staff asked that the entire future school site (10-12 acres)
be dedicated to MCPS at this time. Under normal circumstances
this would be the usual procedure. In this instance, however,
staff recommended and the Board agreed that within the Clarksburg
Town Center, a planned park/schtiolsite provides a more efficient
use of land than separate facilities. In addition, if the land
ultimately is not needed as a school site, then the land should
be retained as public parkland. The Board determined that this
joint use, with the recreational facilities remaining under The
Maryland-National Capital Park and PlanningCotission onership,
would afford the most efficient public use of the land.

Therefore, with all of the evidence heard and all testimony
taken, The Planning Board, approved the plan, including (2)
waiver of the distance between intersections requirements as
contained in Section 50-26 of the Subdivision Re~lations and (2)
approval of closed street sections subject to MCUOT approval.
The approval 1s subject to the ,followingconditions:



1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Agreement with planning Board to limit development to a
m~imum of 1300 dwelling units, 150,000 s~are feet of
retail uses and 100,OOO sWare feet of comercial office
uses, subject to the following re~irements:

(a) Agreement with the plwing Board to provide the
necessary roadway improvements as identified in the
phasing section of the-revised Transportation
Planning Division Memorandum dated ‘09/26/9S.

(b) The recordation of the s~division plats for the
Clarksburg Town Center project “shallbephased over a
nine year period. Plats may be recorded irithree
separate phases with each phase being completed within
a thirty-six month period. Applicant to record plats
for at least 200 residential units during Phase I.
APPliC~t must submit a plat recordation schedule for
Phases 2 and 3 for Planning Board approval as part of
the Phase 1 site plan review.

Compliance with Environmental“PlanningDivision approval
regarding the re~irements of the forest conservation
legislation. Applicant must meet all conditions prior to
recording of plat or M~EP issuance of sediment and erosion
control permit, as appropriate. ,

The cotiercial area’s stormwater management forebay, sand
filter #6 and associated grading that ca~ot be forested
must be located outside of the rewired stream buffer. The
Sm facilities should be designed to promote aesthetics and
effectiveness.

Agricultural areas within the environmental buffer will be
taken out of production and stabilizedwith a suitable grass
cover no later than Spring, 1996.

Dedication of the following roads as shown on plan must be
provided as follows:

(a) Clarksburg Road (~ RT.121) for ultimate 80’ right-of-
way.

(b) Piedmont Road (Master Plan A-30S) for ultimate 80’
right-of-way.

(“c) Stringtown Road (Master Plan A-260) for ulti~te 120’
right-of-way.

Dedication of the proposed park/school, as shown on the
Applicant’s revised preliminaq plan drawing, is to be made
to M-NCPPC. In order to facilitate the implementation of
the cotiined park/school facilities, the following
provisions apply:
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(a)

(b)

(c)

M-NCPPC and the Applicant will enter into an agreement
specifying that an exchange of land, identified as
areas t,Bl**and V1B21*on the park/school concept drawing
set out on Circle Page 49 of the staff report, will
occur prior to the execution of the Site Plan
Enforcement Agreement.

Dedication of the app~oximately 8 acre area, identified
as area “A” on the samepark/school concept drawing
identified above, will occur either at the time of
recordation of the plats for the adjacent phase of the
project or at such time as funds for cmstruction of ~~
the future elementary school are added to the County
CIP, whichever occurs first.

The Applicant will provide site grading, infield
preparation and seeding of the replacement athletic
fields on the approximately 8acres of dedicated land
at a time which insures that there will be no
disruption in the continued use of the existing
athletic fields prior to completion of the replacement
athletic fields.

(i) In the event that dedication occurs when funds for
the proposed school are shown in the CIP,
Applicant will complete work on the replacement
fields prior to the construction of the proposed
school.

(ii) In the event that dedication occurs prior to
funding for the school being shown in the CIP,
then upon construction of Street “F”, as shown on
the revised preliminary plan, Applicant will
comence work on replacement of the baseball
field. In addition, if at site plan it is
determine& that there is sufficient earth material
on site to constmct both replacement fields, then
Applicant will also rough grade and seed the
replacement soccer field when construction of
Street “F” begins. Area tabulations for the
proposed park/school complexes to be submitted for
technical staff review at site plan. Final
grading plan for the park/school site to be
submitted for technical staff approval as part of
the site plan application.

7. In accordance with Condition #6 above, Applicant to enter
into an agreement with the Planning Board to provide for
site grading, infield preparation and seeding of the
replacement athletic fields in accordance with Parks
Department specifications, as shown.on the preliminary plan
drawing, and as specified in the Department of Parks’
Memorandum dated Septetier 22, 1995. The construction of
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the replacement athletic fields must occur as specified in
)’
I

Condition #6.

8. Record plats to reflect delineation of consenation
easements over the areas of the 100 year floodplain, stream
valley buffer, wetland buffer and tree preservation and/or
reforestation and greenway dedications.

9. NO clearing, grading, or re~ording of Plats Prior ‘o ‘ite
plan approval.

10. Final .qu”tierand location of units to”be dete~ined at site
plan.

11. Access and improvements as rewired to be approved by M~OT
and ~S~.

12. Conditions of MmEP stomwater management aPProVal dated
07/28/95.

13. Final number of MPDU’S to be determined at site plan
dependent on condition #10 above..

r14. Preliminary Plan 1-95042 is e~ressly tied to and
interdependent upon the continued Validity of Project Plan
NO. 9-94004. Each term, condition, ‘and re~irement set
forth in the Prelimina~ Plan and Project Plan are
determined by the Planning Board to be essential Coqonents
of the approved plans and are, therefore, not auto~ticallY
severable. Should any term, condition, or re~irement
associated with the approved plans be invalidated, then the
entirety of the approved plan must be reuded to the
Planning Board for further consideration. At that time, the
Board shall detemine if all applicable retirements under
State and County law will be met in the absence of such
term, condition and re~irement, and if some alternative,
lawful conditions or plan revisions related to the severed
term, condition, or re~irement are then reqired.

15. Other necessaq easements.

16. The following phasing re~irements are conditioned upon
issuance of building permits for the subject preliminary
plan:

(a) The first 44 dwelling units without any off-site road
improvements.

(b) After the 44th building permit, the developer must
start reconstmction of the southbound right turn lane
along m 355 at m 121 to provide a “free flowing”
movement.



(c)

(d)

(e)

17. This

After the 400th building pemit, the devel~r has two
options:

1)

2)

Constm=ction of A-260 from ~ 335 to the southrn
access+oad of the comercial &ite (comercial
access road between A-260 and P-5) and
construction of P-5 across the stream valley into
the residential ?rea north of stream valley.

Construction of A-260 from ~ 355 to the northern
access road of the residential development and
constmction of a northbound right-turn lane along ‘“
~ 355 at A-260 should be included in.this phase. .“

After the 800th building permit, the developer must
start construction of remaining section of A-260 to A-
305, and intersection improvements at ~,355 and ~ 121
to construct eastbound & westbound left-turn lanes
along ~ 121.

Constructio~of A-305 from A-260 to k 121 must begin
when the developer starts building afiyof the
residential units on blocks 11, 12, 13, and the
northern half of block 10.

nreliminam plan Will remain valid ~til March 26,
‘2005.”(9 years in> 1 month from the date of mailing which is
February 26, 1996). The recordation of plats shall occur in
accordance with the phasing identified in Condition l(b) of
this ouinion, and as further stipulated in the pla~inq
Board’; approval of the phase 1 site plan review. PriGr to
the expiration of the validity period for each phase, a
final record plat for all property delineated in a
particular phase~must be recorded or a re~est for an
extension must be filed. The first phaseof the prelimina~
plan must be recorded by March 26, 1999 or a reWeSt for an
extension must be filed.

g: \.pini.ns. \clartig ..P
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THE MA RYLAND-!4ATIONAL GAPITAL PARK AND pLANNING COMMISSION

PP

8787Gmia Avenue . Silver Spring. Maqland 20gl 0.3750

M-2 ~ne
1300 ResidentidUtix,150,~ Sq=e * ofRerail,and 100,~ Squ=eFeetofOffice
SE QuadrantFdti,:kR@Stringown Road
Clarksburg
DateMailed:J- 12,1995

Action: On May 11.1995, motiofi .A= de by Commissioner Aron, Secondd by
Commissioner Hol~, with a VOEof 3-1, Commissioners Aron, Holmes, and Hussmann
vodng for the mtio~. Comnrissiocer ~te oppo~ to tie motion, and Commissioner
Richardson absent

On Dwember 6, lW, tie ti~~~ Town Center Vmture ~ledmont Land Associat=
L.P. ad Clarksbu~ bd -i= L. P.) submitted a complete project plrm apphcation
seeking to develop p~suant to the q~on~ me~~ of development in tie ~X-2 Zone. me
applimtion incluti z range of hoti~g opportunities, retail shops, a groce~ store,
restaurants, pr~ sewi~, and offi=.

On April 6, Apfi X. md May 11.1995, Project Plan fl-94004 was brought before tie
Montgomery ComK Planning W: for a public hting pursuant to Chapter 59 of the
Montgome~ COUV C&e. At the pubfic tings, tie Montgomery County PIannkg Board
h-d @timony and ,-ivd evid== stitted in the mrd on the appfiation. Based on
the OA testimony, ~titten mfien= sub- for the record, and the staff report, the
following mnditi~ and fintigs ~= he- adopted.

In voting against * motion, Gmtion= Wptiste was conumed a~ut approving this
project plan before b water qtiy regtions, the sewer authotition, and the creation of
a development dtic to fund future roa~ were compl~. The Ofier Commissioners were
aware of tiese is% but thq detined tit th~ issu~ were addresti at a conqt levd
for the project ph. me remaining. more ~ific issues could be addressed prior to
approval of the petitinary @.
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The Planing Mard approves Project Plan No. 9-94W subjwt to the fo~owing coflltion~ i
\
‘\\

1. Development Cetig .

The project plan for the ~arksburg Town Center is finrited to 1300 dweWg units,
150,000 sqwe feet of reti space, ad 100,~ sqti feet of offiw space to be
conswctd k three basic phases as shown in the project plan. The following is the
staging plan for traffic improvement: “

a. Stage 1-950 Units
b. Stage 2-155 Units
c. Stage 3-195 Units

- 90,~ Sqwe Feet of Retail
d. Stage 4- @,~ Square Feet of Reti

- 75,~ Square Feet of Office
e. Stage 5-25,000 Square Feet of Office

me public building arms fi.e., elemen~ schml, park buildings, and hbrary) are not
included in the dculations.

2. Transposition hprovements

Thefollowingroadimprovemen~,at=ch stageofdevelopment,m nded to
provideenoughcapachytoservethepropod development

a. Stage 1- Reconstmction of the southbound right turn lane along MD 355 at
MD 121 to providea “freeflowing”movement.

b. Singe 2- Construct a atbound left turn lane along ~ 121 at MD 355..
- Cons~ct a westbound left turn lane along MD 121 at MD 355.

c. Stage 4- Construct a nofibound right turn lane along MD 355 at Stringtown
Road.

d. Stage 5- Restripe atbound Comus Road to provide exclusive left turn lane
at MD 355.

e. A-2@ (Stringtown Road) must be dedimted to a right+f-way of 120 f=t. At
the prelimin~ plm, if determined that the prope~ is not part of a
participation agrement with MCDOT and other prope~ owners, the safety
improvements described in pamgraph 4., will be made to Stringtown Road.
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f. Participa~ in the Gateway I-270 Office Pwk road improvements as d-ribed
beIow urdess determined M not appropriate at the Prefiminw plan. At such
time as the developer of the Gateway 270 Office Pwk commences construction
of iv r%uired improvements between I-270 northbound off-ramp and the
entrance to Gateway 270 Office Park Transportation Planning Division
memorandum dated September 25, 1989, Paragraph 1.b. and 2.), the appfiwt
shfl participate in such improvements provided:

1. Apphat has not completed its Stage 3 MIC improvements for tie
project,

2. Gateway 1-270 prefimin~ plan has not expired.

3. Appliat’s participation sh~ be limited to iK pro rata share of traffic
through his link in relation to the tific to be generated by Gateway
1-270 Office Park approvals plus any other approval development
projects that place traffic through this link.

3. Dedimtion and Construction of A-305 ~d-County Hi@way)

A-305 ~ld-County Highway) must be dedi~ted to a right-f-way of 80 feet “and
construct as a two lane, open section arterial to replace P]edmont Road unless the
scope of improvements are rduced at prelimin~ plan. Along hat portion of A-305
n- Sting town Road, the rquird, dcdimtion shall be 40 feet from the current @nter
fine of Piedmont Road (along Hennigan, Purdum et d) which wiU dldw for
construction of A-305 to Stringtown Road at its current location. If the rightaf-way
is not available at the rime of record plat for that portion of the property along Wls
section, the applicant shall dedicate tie full 80 feet along this portion of A-305.
Construction will not be nmessary unti construction of single farndy detached units
witilrr the existing right~f-way for Pldmont Road has s-.

4. Dediation and Construction of A-260 (Stringtown Road)

If a participation agr~ment is determined necessary at prefimin~ plan, but does not
occur before the necessary access points to tie commercial ar= or part of tfre
residential ara from A-2@ are needed, then the following improvements to existing
Stringtown Road must be completed to increase mfety as rquired by MCD~. For
safety purposes, the improvements at public sweets A and H include 25G3W feet of
bypass travel lanes at mch access point. me right-of-way for A-260 (Stringtown
Road) will be ltited outside of the Historic District with a transition to the renter
he of tie existing roadway noti of fie crossing of Litfle Sen- Creek.

3
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5. Environmental bprovements Wfore Approval of the PreUa~ P~

Submit for review before the Planning Ward hearing on the prelimin~ plan tie
following:

a. Concept plm for the prop~ S.W facilities and roads near or in smm
buffer, and as~iated gradtig, with indication of where tree planting is
ptind.

b. A staging plan for SW with tie extent of each propod phase of
development and the order in which hey W be built. ~s shall be submitted
m w of the fist site plan, and should rover tie entire site.

c. A preliminary forest conservation plan addressing priority for planting in tie
Litie Sen= watershed. As site plans for =ch portion of the site that abut
afforabtion arm Me submitted, detailed affor~tation plas for that section
WW be provided. Wlti =ch ara of development, plandng shfl occur as
-ly as practitile given land development activity constints in aardanw
with logid staging concepts. Forestation requirements will be satisfied ~
in Littie Sena basin on-site, then in the Lhtie Wnnett basin on-site, tien in
stra buffer arm in “Litde Senwa off-site if the land is made available, and
if a good faiti effort to arrange such land availability fails, then elsewhere on
the site.

d. Applitit shW mmt dl requirements for preliminary water qutity plssr
submission and approval, per Chapter 19, Ardcle V - “Water Qdty Review
in S~id Protection Ar=” @reposed monitoring plan may be submitted as
part of the review of tie site plan). tition of units, roads, and other layout
concerns will be subjmt to the finsf water quality regulations.

6. Envkonmentil bprovemen~

a. Mnimim disturbm~ in the sha buffer except for road crossings,
unavoidable utiiti~, SW l=tions adjoining the town writer reti ~ and
grenway road, soft surface pathways, ad memoriaf elements.

b. As part of the preliminary plan, provide an ara within the appbmt’.s
stormwater management facilities for stormwater management for the school
site .

4
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7. ParWSchool

me propod layout of the parti=hool site is genetiy acceptable. At the
preliminary plan, the find concept plan and relatd terms and conditions WW be
finalized in coordination witi the Parks Department md Montgomery County Pubfic
Schools. .

8. Hioric Preservation

hcorporate the following items into the project plan before review of the site plan for
tilsSrw

a.

b.

c.

D
d.

M]nimim the width of both the right-of-way and paving (50 feet of ROW and
24-26 feet of paving, subj~t to approval by MCDO~ for Rtigrave Place
@tin Street) locatd within the Historic Distict.

Provide access -merits, if applimble, to future pubfic sewer at tie
interswtions of A-260 (Strirsgtown Road) and Rcdgmve Place Nain Str&t)
with MD 355 (Old Frederick Road).

Provide a small open space along the northern tige of the greenway next to
Redgrave Place @tin Street) with an interpretive memorial element for tie
family of John Clark that incorporates the existing grave markers.

If the ROW is available,. construct Main Street to MD 355 within the Historic
District prior to complehon of Stage 3. At such time when the lad is made
avtilable, share direct moving expenses only for relwting an existing house
within the Historic District, and if the applicant and property owner agree,
make available the identified outiot to be merged with a pofion of the adjacent
parcel so M to create another lot.

9. Compatibtity with ~iing Church and Adjacent R=idenc= Within the H&oric
Ddtict

hcr~ tie setback of rhe propod public street l~ted next to tie church witi the
Historic District to 30 feet and provide screening for the existing wmetery. Relocate
the tot lot away from the existing church, and maintain the ara as open space to
provide a potential Hn@ge to the church. me size of lots and setbacks of the
propod development must match, approximately, the development stidards in the

R-200 fine for building setbacks and widti of lots along the south-tern bound~
of the site within the Historic District. Revise the Iands@pe plan to incr= visibfi~
to the church. Provide an easement for a @estnarr connection to the church for the
propod, adjacent street.

5



10. Revise the byout of St~ts

hcorporate the fo~owirrg items into the site plms for each stage of devdopmenti

a. Improvements to tie Town Square - hcrease the size of the Town Square by
utiizing a loop concept as shown on the revid drawing to reduce mnficts
with eastiw-t tific and to improve ped=trian accas.

b. Relmtc A-260 (Stigtown Road) in accordance with the revid ~gnment
diagram to reduce the impact on adjacent r=iden=. Reduce tie number of
access str=ts to A-260 from the ara of the etisting single my detached
units (5) on the nofi side of Stringtown Road to meet tie design standards for
arterial roads.

c. Efiminate tie access to tie proposed elementary school fim ~ 121 and
provide access from the Greenway Road.

d. Revise the access to A-305 ~id-County Highway) to allow a direct
connectionfromBurntHillRoadtotheGreenwayRoad,md improvetie
accesstothesinglefamilydetachedunitsby utitizirrg private drives adjacent to
A-305.

The present street system shown in the project plan requires waivers of efisting
smdards. ~e appliat and stif have met with MCDOT to discuss the waivers.
M waivers must receive find approval from MCDOT before approvaf of the site
plm.

11. Stiging of Amenitia

All amenities shown within each stage of development must be completed within that
stage of development. The concept design for the greenway, the schoo~park, and
other large play fields, must be completed before approval of tie first site plan:

Construction of the amenities within the greenway must be fin~lzed before the
completion of Singe 3.

12. bntiping

The following items must be inco~rated into, the site plms:

a. Street trees, high qudlty street fights, sidewdk paving types, and street
furniture as part of the design for the streetmpe of roads, the Town Squue,
and the neighborhood qu~es.

6
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b. bcreased lsnd~pirrgintiecommercialparting area.

c. hd=pirrg for the buffer ar= adjacent to d] arterial roads.

: d. Screening for tie existing homes witiin the Wlstoric District.
.

e. hd-ping for dl stormwater management ar~.

13. Ma.mtenance

Maintenanceof tie private recrmtionarm, stormwatermanagementfacfiities,
applimbleoyrsspa-, andotheramenitieson privatelandmustbe maintainedby arr
appropriate hom~wners aswiation. Before approval of the first building permit,
submit a maintenance document that =tablishes an ovedl organi=tion that
estabhshes responsibility for mtitenance of these facilities.

14. Additional ACCS to A-260 (Strirr@own Road) and A-27 (Clarhburg Roa@

Provide for an additiond connection from Redgrave Place main Sveet) to the
boundary of the historic district to permit a future connection to A-2@ (Strirrgtown
Road). Connect the private street tiat lmds to the Town Square to A-27 (Clarkburg
Road) with approval from tie P1~ning Board and MCDOT provided this private
street remains private.

As part of tie review of the proj~tplm,thePlarrrdngBoardapprovalthreewaivers.The
fistwaiverallowstheuseofclosedsectionstreets(curbmd gutter)inSpecialprotmtion
U- insteadofopensectionstrmts.Closedsectionstreetswereapprovedb=use the high
density of the development and the mix of commercial and residential uses are not
appropriate for the use of open section streets. The projwt plan includes spid storrnwater
infiltration mmurm for the strmts instmd of the use of open ~tion streets. The
Cluhburg Master Plan anticipate the use of closed swtion streets in tie town center area.

The second wtiver concerns the use of on-street parting. Waivers to utili~ some on-street
parting to reduce the requirement for off-str~t parting were approval subject to find
review by the Planning Ward at me site plan hearings.

The Planning ~ard dso approved a third waiver to reduce setback Aong the stree~ and
boundary lirr~ as permitted in the fining Ordinance if designated in a master plsrr. These
redud setback will allow buildings to be oriental to smeets to encourage tie use of
sidewdkand genedly improve the pedestian environment. The Clarkburg Master Plan
dso anticipated tie reduction in setback to foster the crmtion of a pedmtrian oriented town.

7



1. Confo- titi tie Rqukments and htent of tie =-2 Zone

me Ptig -d fids hat Proj=t Plan W-94~, as wndtioned, meets W of the
purpo~ md qtiements of the W-2 fine. A summq fo~ows tiat compar~ tie
development standards shown tith the development standards rqukti k tie =-2 Zone.



Mt Ara NA 201.34 acr= --2)
NA 68.82 acm Wn

.
270.16 acres toti

Minimum Gmn Ar~ or Outside Amenity ~:
WItiin Commercjd Ara 15% (2. 19 at.) 28% (4.06 at.)

: Wlthirs Raidentid Ar~ 50% (93.37 at.) 53% (99.47 at.)
c. Within RDT Arw NA Q5.72 Ac~

Density of Development Shown in the Master Pla
a. Reti 150,000 q. ft. 150,m~.fi
b.. office 770,W q. ft. loo,m q.fi. ~
c. Civic Use (not including NA 24,~ ~.ft.

elmen~ school)
d. Residentid 1380 du (5-7 du/ac) 1300 du (6.6 du/ac)

MPDU’S 12.5 % 12.5%

M~imum Gross ksable m,m q. ft. 250,000 q. ft.
~on-Residentid) Floor Ar~ (0.5 FAR) (0.39 FAR)

Setbacks:
a. From One-Family fining

Commercial Bldgs. IN ft. 3~ ft. min
Residentid Bldgs. 50 ft. 50 ft. min.

b. From Any Stret*
Commercial BIdgs. NA O ft. min.
Residentid Bldgs. NA 10 ft. min.

Building Height:
Commercial 4 stories 4 stories (50 ft.)

: Raidentid 4 stories 4 Storia (45 ft.)

Parking Spa-
Off-str=t 2910 2910

: On-street NA 596**

Notes: * No minimum setback is rquird if in accordant wifi an approved master
plan.

** Off-street parking is nesary to provide street oriented bufldings. A waiver
from the on-shmt parking requirements is n~ed ~thin some of the
townhouse and multi-family ar~.



. . .

\
The =tback of residential buddtigs next to the Clarksburg Historic District must ~ m~~ \.
to have a minimum setback of 50 feet. ,..,

2. Conforrzrs to tie Cbrksburg Mtier Plan and Hyattsto- Special Stidy &

The Planning Wd finds that Project Plan M-94004, as condition, is in
conformance with the Approved and A~opted Clarksburg Master Plan md Hyattstown
Special Study Arm. The land use, ~iculation, and urban dtiign objectivti described
in the Minter Plan have been met by the ClarksburgTown Center. The mix of
dwelhg units conforms to the guidelines in the master plan as summ- in the
foHowing chart:

Master Pla PropoA
Unit Tp Guidelines, Density Range

a. Single family detachd units l@20% 130260 Units
b. Single family attached and

townhouses 30-50% 39G650 Units
c. Multi-family units 25-45 % 325-585 Units

3. Compatibility with the Neighborhood

The Planning Ward finds fiat the project plan, as conditioned, wfll be compatible
with the existing and potential development in the gened neighborhood bwuse of its
l~tion, size, intensity, staging, and operational characteristics.

4. WW Not Overburden Mi.mg or Proposed Pubtic Services

The Planning Ward finds that the proposed development, subjmt to its compfi~ce of
any rquiremerrts impsed by the prehminary plan will not overburden existing pubhc
sewices nor those prograrnmd for availability, concurrently with each stage of
development. Since approvrd of the project plan d~ not determine authorization or
prevent other developmerds from proceeding, the P1anning Mwd approves the project
plan with the understanding that find authorization is dependent on the finding that
Clarksburg Town Center wfil not preclude development of the Gerrnantoti Town
Center.

5. k More Efficient and Desirable than tbe Standard Method of Development

The P1mning, Ward finds that the proposed project, as condition, wi~ be more
efficient md desirable than tie s~dad method of development. ~ls optional
method project consists of a mix of uw which are rwomrnended in the Master Plan.
These uses are not perrnittd under the standard method of development.

The amenities and facilities provided as part of the optional methd’ of development
fosters the creation of a -sit and @estian oriented town surrourrded by open
space. The green way network of amenities provides a major open f~ture. me town

*a



~uare, and tie neighborhood wuares provide arneniti= within the endre
development. me streeq system provides a mmprehensive system k addition so
tie timum design sssrrdards. me reerationd factities provide sm~ open phy
m for tie 1- neighborhood m~ large fields for tie endre ptig area that
ex- the timum s~dards. “me orientation of bufidmgs to S*W and the layout
of blink provide a pedatian orientation for tie town center.

6. hclud= Moderately-Mced Dwehg Ursi@

me appfi~tion includes moderatiy-pri~ dwelhg units.
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Ma~landDepadmentofTmnspo&
State High way Administrate/

*velOpHn%!vi#@-

Pati N. ,GleMeniW
Governor

Datid L. Wnstead
Seahy

Parker F. Wlfiams
Adtinitirabr’

December 8, 1997

Mr. Marc Memott . ~: Montgomery County
M.K. Enterprise hcorporated ~ 355 at MD 121
2900 L]nden Lane Clarksburg Town Center
Suite 200 FfieNo. 8-98001
Sfiver Spring, Maryland 20910 me Post 23.07

Dear Mr. Messanott:

Thd you for your sight distance profle plan for MD 355 at StrirsgtowrrRoad, which we
received on November 12th.

We have completed our field investigation and retiew of the profle. The profile indicates
the absolute minimum stopping sight tistarrce of 325’.

When andysisirrg a new intersection our office typically uses intersection sight distance,
not stopping sight distance. htersection sight distance for a passenger vehicle, assuming a 40
WH design speed is 41U. Minimum imersection sight distance for singe unit trucks and tractor
trailers is much higher ranging between 530’-710’.

Since this intersection is master planned to be relocated MD 121 operating as a four
legged intersectio~ State Mghway Adtistration (SW) feels that we should achieve a desiiable
sight distance as opposed to minimum sight distance.

By copyofthisletter,we arerequestingthattheplanningboard condition the apphcsrrt to
reduce the over vetiicd to provide desirable sight distance.

This office is weu aware of the cost associated with this recommendation, however, safe
and efficient access is our main objective.

Kyou have any questions, please contact Greg Cooke at 410-545-5595

Very truly yours,

Ronald Bums, Chef
Engineering Access Pefits D]vision

GC/eu

My Idqbne nuhr is

Ma@ad Relay Sew& Sorl~aired Heatingor ~ech
1-800-735-2258 Stalewide Toll Free

Maili~ Address: P.O. Box 7~7 . Baltimore. MD 212n3 .0717



Mr. Marc M~on
Page Two
December 8, 1997

cc: ~; Joseph Dati?
W. Wes tickw
Mr. Majid Shakib
Mr. Chsrfie Waths
Mr. Ron Weke
Mr. WV Witihrms



Dou#as M. Duncan Roben C. Hubbard
County fiea<tive Director

Janua+~ 15, 1998
Mr. Mak A. Me~anotte, P.E.
~ Ente~rfses
2900 Linden Lane, Suite WOO
Sifver Spring, MD 20910

Re: Stormwater Management CONCEPT/Fins/
Water Quality Plan for Clafiburg Town
Center (Phase I parts A & B: Check blow for
exact area fimits.)
PreHminary Plan #: 1-95042
Site Plan # 8-98001
Tract SizeEone: 269.13 AtiRMX-2
Total Concept Area: 120 Ac
Tax Plate EW
Parcel: 2
tiber/Fofio: 6776~76, 8825~5
Montg. Co. Grid: 09-C, D, E-3, 4
Watershed: Lmle Seneca Creek

CLARKSBURG SPECIAL PROTECTION ARM

Dear Mr. Mezanotie:

Based on a review of your submission, the FINAL WATER QUALl~ PWN (FQWP) includng
the Stormwater Management Concept for the above mentioned projectis conditionally approved.

Site Descriptions: Clarksburg Town Center PHASE I is within the drainage basin to LmleSen-
Creek. The site is bordered on the north by Clatiburg Road, on the east by A-305 (Piedmont Road),
on the south by Stringtown Road, and on the west by the Clafiburg Historic District (Frederick Road).
Phase [ is approximately one-ha~ (120 acres) of the total project area approved by Preliminary Plan
and Preliminary Water Quafiiy Plan.

Limits Of Approval: This approval letier is for Phases I A and I B, which are both re~dential.
Ths approva[ afso includes ROUGH GRADING ONLY for the 13 acre commercial area. These areas
are cleady defined in the Final Water Oua~ly Plan (FWQP). The following roadway km~s and sections
are also approved.

1. Clarksburg Road-is approved as a three lane closed section roa~aY fromthe hgh
point at proposed’ station 9+20 to station 19+70.

2. Clafisburg RoadFrederick Road (MD-355) lnters~lon is approved ior construction of
a 400 feet right-turn lane, with 150 foot taper back to existing road me.

NOTE: &cause some of the required work is wmplete, the actual new i~rvious
area is limited to 3700 square feet. However, water qualm and quant’~ must be
provfded in Phase II of the project, when the remainder of the infersedion is up~r@
@arding <o MOSHA requirements.



Mafi A. Mezzanotfe
January 15, 1998
Page 3

8. In aardance with the submtied Dam Breach, the Pond W embankment {wkh
culverts) must be mistrusted, without the mntrol riser, until the Stringtown Road
stream crossing is upgraded.

.

9. Pond #2 must be mmplele and fundioning PRIOR TO the issuanm of the building
Permit for the 200th DWELLING UNIT lo~ted on the west side of the she. A site plan
showing the exaa units to be built with a letter detaihng the @al description of each
unit, must be submitted with the original Sediment Control Plan.

10. Provide pre-treatmnt for sand fibers W and #f 5.

NOTE: rnIS must be a gti retching devim pla~ outside of the rfght~f-way.

11. ~ All sediment traps and basins, which are to be mnvefled to water quafii structures,
will be converted immediately following the stabilization of their drainage area.

Please note that this approval does not penain to any roadway improvements identfd as
being a part of Phase 11,including the following:

1. Stringtown Road from station 15+21 to station 33+50,

2. Clatiburg Road From station 0+00 (Fredetick Road) to 9+20 and from station 19+70
to the interswtion with A-305 (Piedmont Road).

3. The entire length of A-305 (Piedmont Road) From Strin@own Road to Clatiurg
Road.

NOTE: Although A-305 (Hedmont Road) from station 0+00 at the (A-~0) Stflngfown
Road intersedion to station 22+00, appears to have adequate stormwater management
provided in Phase I stm~ures; ttis road is excluded from t~s approval due to
unresolved roadway design and wnstrudion issues.

Also, for your information, prior to Phase II approval the bankfull ffow event at MCDEPS stream
cross-seaion downstream of Sttingtown Road, must be vertfied as being unchanged fmm the existing
Wndiion to the developed rendition. Should MCDPS or MCDEP determine that there iS an increase or
decrease in the bantiull storm volume, velocity, fraquen~, or duration, the Phase II Firraf Water Qua~iy
Plan must be adjusted to mrr~ that change.

Any divergence from the information provided to this office; or additional information resetied
during the development process; or a change in an appti~ble Executive Regulation may mnstifute
grounds to reevaluate the stie for additional or amended stormwater management requirements. If
there are subsequent ad~tions or nmdtications to the development, a separate mnwpt request shall
be required.

If you have ,any questions regarding these ations, please feel free to @ntad Rwhard Gee of
my staff at (30t)217-&l 2.

SinErely,

x&JP &4p
Riihard R. 8msh, win Manager Iv
Water Resoumes %ion



P. 2

W. RickdC.HaWhom~ tief
Trsn-tion Plmi~ ~tision
~e M~fsnd-NatioA Capiti
P=k & Plhg Co-issimt
8787-a Avmu
SiIvmSfing, M~Iand 2091W37W

11.

We haebya~ve theJuly, 1997~osed typical ~ti= for the iottior public s~ccts.
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W. Richd C. Hatime
Site Pk No. &98001
Jsn~ 14, 1998
page W

E

m.

N.

v.

~(cont.) “

It $houldbe notedthntthemm locatinsrstithin the penhg p]m where additioml right OfnY
mdor -ements may be n-essw w wO+de spce for pubfic am~ities. w~~l, *- ~~ to
approti Of*e ~ord plats by the ~-mt of Ptitig Sdcm, the apphcsrrt till nd to
det-ine tie r~tisite _ md grant ~ emmts a the appr~ats pkts.

d(A-23 bctw~ ~ 35S ~

~ dbte right+f-wy tithin this sccti& shoufdbe tbc Znast=Plao “wi* of eighty(80) f=~
We befiwc the road%y should be rcem~cted se a closed scetiorrfatiity as sho~ m the
mclosed md-ltie titig (=C1OSUCNo. 1) nc @ ti@t (38) feet tide Pav~ent ~ti~
till ~otide a ti (10) foot tide he for cmdsruom left hs md one fourteen (14) foot tide
revel Ime irreach duection. horder to psae the hedgmow which exists dwg the nortfsem
ptietm of ti]s site, the roadway pavmmt should k lmated ~etidly %ti tbc @t
of WY b~em the westm ~ line d wnpnsd S- W -itiO~g bzck @a
_etical stion be~ecrr Set ‘M md Sk* “K” (the *way” Road).k a-
tig ousJmu~ 9,1998in~-agencymectbsg,wcd] aflowtipIsn@gstipssndthek
Ibikepatb to k rcduccdtosk(~fmttide.me ~assIbk~tb +orrfdbel-td dmg the
Town Catm site frontsge h a m-m w cnitize enmoachmwrton tie hedg-.

Mid-CowW -al (A-3m

~s mdwy shotid k comticted x a -l~e epm s=tim why fithin sn ei~ (80)
fmt tide right of -y as *OW on tie mcl-d A-linti typicsf sccdon Gnclosw No. 2). ~
ordm to accomodste the ~ plmad Clas I bikcpath almg the TOW Cmtm site fi~ge,
the applictit til need to MN tic starrdardtypical smtierr to Ptidc m eight (8) font tide
~blic Ivovmenta Essmrnt aardan ovmlspping tight- (18) fm w-de ~blic Utities
E_mt. ~e ~aas I bk~tb mds= -s aloW Ws road-y a to be Imati bctid tic
side ditch As am fig w sti di-=iena, a si* will not be wuired along tie east
tide of this mad-.

At the intiechon tith Stigto~ Roa& *“right of my my nd to be T=M to prtide a
mdizo (to =tch the ~= plasd cfitided section on this madwy souti of that rnt-ti-)
~s detil shodd be &t_ed @or to the -d plat mge.

Stigtow Road (A-2dO)

This road~y should be c-ctcd witi the ~ plwedoneh~bd wcnty (120) foot
wide tight of way. An acttitiomf ~bfic -venrents ~sement WWbeneeeaaasywhmvas
public srnenities fall oufsidc of ehcpublic ri~t of way. ~Is mmcnt til need to cx-d *O

(2) feat beymd that mcrrity titi m ovwlapping Public Utilities Mernmt mtmded an
additional n (IO)feat.
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W. Kchd C. 3fa_e
SitePlanNo. 8-98001
Jarrv 14,1998
page &

v.

w.

w.

m.

Stitiom Rmd (A-2a (cent) ‘

BeW= Ftierick Road m 355) andSti=t “K” the right of my may be reduced to one
hmtied (105) feet ~d ths roadway cmctcd mtirely clo=d don in an effofi to miniti
the fipact on the ne~ historic district As noted on the enclosed &tig (hcloswe No. 3),
the pavment shall be &enty six (26) fset tide with a weoty (20) foot w“demcdirm.

ti to rmgoing ismes cmrccrrdngthe sb= msaing, the section &cen S-t “K”and Street
~ has not y~ b dettid This*U till& StitiduringPbc ~ofthispjcct”

M rcflcctcdontheamchti dmtig @nclosme No.4), Stigtom Rosd shW & a bytid
dsign(cloasdsectionmdm tithsnopsnssctiondeti~onh mrtairfs)betweenStreet“C”
andMid-CormtyM* (A-30$.The-an tidthtillbstwa~ (20)feet.Thcpavement
tirfthMU k twmty fo~ (24) fest with a foor (4) feet wide paved shod&. S-t tim and the
master plmed ~ass 1bikqath till belocat@&tid the aide ditch

~uced %di~ Cmh R-

We have _ved yom S~tsmbm 17, 1997myucst to -t fib (15) foot mdiu ab
-s at xfic intersections on the rntiw =ta of ths Town Ca=. The a~mvsd
locations ti~ nmd to bs wch thst vehiculw ~atiw we not ~duly compromised by the
reduced mdius. The appmvti titmcctions bvc b idmtified &g tbc site pkm dismsaimrs
hew- Ms. Natid A ~. Ronald Welkc md Ms. WyrmWitis of @ M-NCPK.

Calminz Ma-

We swpofl the incvtimr oftra~c dining msaaurcaon the rntmim _ of the TOW
Cmti. The@ of tic cafig measms -d for use witi ths To- Csntsr include
psvmat neckdofi~ missal~wab, and a mised intimtitrn. Mthoogb tieaa proposals
are onuwl fm kcloaimr in a nm devclopmm~ &sy have d] b ;nrplticntad m mifig
~usy -ta irrretrofit aititimrs. The specific locAti~ arrd~ of m~ csrrplo@ kW
been dimsed in mectis b--- Ms.Natid,W. Weke,andMs.Wi*.

SoecialSktscaOi~

Brickpsved sidewah and @ (30) foot tree apachga are hmby appro~ subject to the
dwel~ mting and fimtig an ‘“mtilla” mganieationm~nal%le for tie matit=ce and
]i&fi~ ofth.s~ ammitisa. WOSto a~d ,oftie ~wd plara“byshe “-ant of
Ptitig Stic% tie daeloper till nmd to ex- and ~md a Mhtion of Covenants
for the mtitarmcc and liabdity of these improvements. ~s psivate orgtirimr shU rcrnti
res~siblc for these im~ovemmts rmtilwch time m m Urbsrs~stid is cstabhshsd for the
T- Cmtm by CmmV Cormtil action.
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=. Richard C. Ha-e
Site PfarsNo. 8-98W1
January 14,1998
page fou

-.
Itshould k noted that we m approtig &M frroprssafson a W basia. We reserve the right to

make appr~riatc modifications to tbsae typical =tions during fise Dof ha site pl~ based on’ow
e~erimces tith thsae detigns during Phsw 1.

- you fos you coopcratia ad assiskncc m tis matkr. Myou have any quesdmraw
Cornrnmk regartig &is IcR=, please cabct Mr. -q Lwkat (301) 217-2145.

*
~ce ofPrOjcti~.elo~cnt

~closures (4)

cc: Marc Me-one; MorstgonrWKont@ Sot@se& hC.

Strom M. Mehanoff,-ksbwg LtitedParmerahip
StevmZ.Kaufman;Lmwcaad Blocher,L.L2
CharlesR LNW, M-NCPPC Meloprrrent Reti-
WymsWitthsn$ M-NCPPC Devcl~cnt R+w
Ronald C. WelkqM-NCPPCT~tion Pl-
CathtieCodm,M-NCPPCbtiorrmmti~amt@
* Wri@GM-NCPPC~05iCkS_tiOSS
JosephR Davis; M-NcPPC Develo~ent R@H
Stan Wong M~PS Subdivision Dmel~mWt
Sarah K Nati& MCDPS SubdivisionDmelopmcnt
Ricbd K BNs~ M~PS Wata Rcsowccs
KcM 1,Gec M@PS Waw Rmma
GrsgCook._ Engrnti,tiess Ptits
John W. ThoWsorr; MCDW&T Highway SeMms
Scott Waintighg MCDPW&TTmffic & Parktig SeAces
Gail M. Ttit-Noti; MCDPW&TProjsct Mwlnpnrmt
~eg~ M. Lec~ MCDPW&Thject Welopmmt
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Dou~k .M.Duncan
Coung fiscutive

DEPti~ENT OF PERM~NG SERWCES

Janu”q 15, 1998

P.02

RobinC.Hubbad
Dimor

WyrmWtithesrs
Development Rtiew Ditision
MarylandNatiomd Capital Perk
& PlasrsdrrgCommission

8787 Georgia Avenue

Siver Sprin& Mqlarsd 20910

RE: SitePlan #8-98001
ClsrksburgTow Center-Phase 1

These mmrrrentson the Clarksburg Tow Center site plsstsuperwde my memo to you of
September 8, 1997 and should be considered in complementwith the comments horn the
Department of PubficWorks and Transportation @PW&~ conttined in John Clark’sletter of
January 14, 1998 to Mr. Richard Hawthorne.

~akbum Road

The appbcant will be responsiblefor constructing public improvementsper the DPW&T
approved cross section witiln one W (4Ofeet) of the 80 foot right of way adjacent to the Town
Center prop~ (Sm 920 to Sta. 1%70). Clsrksburg Road will transition from err_etricrd
tignnrent back to a syrnrnetrid tigrunent horn Street L to SweetK (the Grecnway Road). The
8 foot bike path crosses to the nofi side of ClarksbnrgRoad at the ~eenway Road. Tberefor%
a 5 foot sidewrdkwill be provided adjacent to the Town Center from the southeast comer of the
Grcenwsy Road to Sta 1W70. No additioti tifiary laneswill be rquircd. Note A 150 foot
long southbound left turn.storage larseat tie GreenwayRoad must be under permit and
bond before approval of Pbsse U buitting permits (~g. the entire 38 foot roadway seetion
must be completed).

The cbsnnefiting islands on the GrecrswayRoad and on L Stieet at Clarksburg Road as
shown in the July 1997 plans must be constnscted as part of Phase I. We till work with you and
the appficantduring tie storm drain sod patig desi@permit process to maintain the integrity of
the hedgerow south of L Streti orsCIarksburgRoad.
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Page 2- WyrrrrWittham - Clsrksbwg Town Center - Phase I

Stnssztown Road

The appficarrtw be responsiblefor c?nzy~ing pubficimprovementsPer tie D?W&T
approved cmaaswtions tittionehdf(52.5 feet) of the105foot right ofwaybetw~MD355
and the OreertwayRoad and withinone MF(60 feet) of the 120 font right of way between
St& 33 +50 to the Md-County Arterial (A-305), includingthe bike pa@ wfich wiUneed to be
partially located outside the right of way in a Pubtic ImprovementsEasement. These
improvements willincludetiemedancurb~d gutter.NO ad~tiondafi~ l~eatillbe
requiredin either section.

ThemedianisfandonStreetCatStringtowrrRoadassho~ in the Jtdy 1997 plans d be
required, however, the fight turn channe~ition on Street H wiUnot be required under
Phase I.

Note: A detailed plan addmsing the need for a turn-aroundprovision and
driveway access to rdfthe etisting propertiesalongthe portion of Stringtown Road to he
“cut or “w~ be necessary under Pha9eU This “old” pordon of Strirsgtom Road @
probab~ be retained aga public street. Its intersectionwith Street D ghouldbe shifted
northward to create a “T” intersection with the Street D loop.

Mid-CousstvAtieti

No improvements to Md-Counly Arterialtill be required under Phase I. Main Street *
not be wrmected to tisting Piedmont Road under Phase I. Howwer, prior to approvrdof the
record pla@ the appficat must prepare a concept plan showinghow the DPW&T approved cross
stion and pubfic ametiles ti be accommodatedtithin the right of way and SOYrseccessary
Pubfic tiprovement Easement. We wiUdso need to see a concept plan showing how a median at
the ktersection with StringtowrsRoad willbe accommodatedand its relationshipto the meb on
the south side of the intersection of firure Md<ounty Mghway.

Internal Streets

Ttic Csfmin~.In order to promote a =fe pedestrian environment and maintain slower
trfic gpeeds tithin the Town Center, we W require a series of trfic cabning m=wes. These
.mclude neckdoma around the Town Square area (no medianiglrmda)and raised ped~arr
crowings with neckdom on the OrcenwayRoadat Str@t O and at the fiture main crrtranmto
the shopping center, on Street O behindthe Church and on Street Cat the pedestrian pati
cresting. Additioti&, the intersection of the OreenwayRoad and Mdn Street dl be raised to
emphsske Mlaintersection as a pedestrian hub. We willwork with you and the appficantduring
the storm drain and paving desigtipemdt process to “fi~turre” the design of these tic -g
featurea.
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Page 3- Wynn W[tthans - ClarksburgTown Center - Phase I

Radius Curb R@um~fifiorstion of Ri@t of Wav Truncations: We have endorsed the use
of 1S foot curb return ra~t and the eliminationof right of way -ncations at the majority of
intersections tithin the Town Center as shownin:~heJuIyIM plans.Theremaybestight
adjustmentstosomecurbreturnstoaccommodatethetfic calming f=tures as these are
worked out in find detail.

Main Street Greenwav Crossino: We do not support a wtier of the vefiicd sag
requirement at the Greenway Cro=ing. The Primary roadway staoti must be maintained.

Soecid PavementTrmtment<We donotsuppofitheuseofspecialpavementtreatments
eitherin the form of brick or other pavers or pavement colorin~t-g on the pubtic streets.
At this time, DPW&T does not have the resources to maintain such treatments and we do not

befieve it is appropriate to reqtire private orgtitiona to conduct m.ntenance Mthin the street
itdf

. Truck Access - ShoooirmCenter Truck loading detafi arrda circulation plan wbicb

separates truck accega fmm the residential uses and accommodates the appropriate stied
vehicles w~ be required when the shopping center is under gite plan review.

Tra~c SimsalConduit

Tr~c dgnrd conduit will be re@rcd along ClarksburgRoad, Stringtown Road and Md-
County Artend (future). The appficarrttill be respotible for insdfing ttis conduit as part of the
public improvements in the right of way for those portions of roadway to be constructed under
Phase I now (and Phase ~ in the firure). We envision that the follotig intersections Ml be
ultimat* sic:

- ~ 355 sod Stringtow Road
- JvJD355 and Clarksburg Road (currcntiy signked)
- Sttingtovm Road and the Greenwsy Road
- StringtowrrRoad and Wd<ounty MghwayMld<ounty Arterial
- Clarksburg Road and the Gecnway Road
- Clsrksburg Road and Md<ounty tierid

The apptimt must mntact the D~tisionof TrMc and Parhg SeAces for deai~ location and
other s@cation dettis for tie roadway and titersection conduit needed along and across tJrose
portions of roadway to b constructed under Phase 1.
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Page 4- Wynn Winbsns - Clarksburg Town Cmter - Phase I

1look forward to worting fiber with you, the applicantand the “DevelopmentRetiew
Team’’asthisprojeet pro~ess=. Plemecdl me(301-217-2088 )ifyouhaw myquefiomor
need clarifi=tion of our comments. .

Sarah K Natid, T~c Engineer
Ditiaion of kd Development SeMces
Department of Pefifig Stices

am\c!mks2.wp

w. StevenM, Mebanoff - C1srksburgLimitd Partnership
Marc M_otte -~ Ent~riaes
Stwen Z. Gufmsn - Lmowea & Blofier
Stan Wong - MCDPS - Land Development Setices
Kchsrd Oee - MCDPS - Water Resources
Scon Wtitight - MCDPW&T Tfic & Par&g Sefices
John Thompson - MCDPW&T Hghway Stices
Geg hck - MCDPW&T Office of Project Development
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENTOF PARKANDPWNNING
&

THEWWNBNAnONAL CAPITAL
g P~K AND PLANNING COMMISSION

9

8787GeowaAvenue
S]lvcrSpringMa~land 2091 @3760

. .

January14,1998

TO: WyM Wltth~S,Planner
Development Review Divi~

w 6RonaldC.Weke,Coord to
TransportationPlanrdng

S~ECT: ClarbburgTownCenterlA-lBSitePlan8-98001

This memorandum represents Transportation Pltig -s review of tie subject site plan.
This site plan consists of 768 residential units: 75 single-f~y detached, 295 townhouses, and 398
mrdti-ftiy units. ~s is the M Town Center development to be considered for site plan approval
by the Planning Board rmd includes some new concepts in neo-traditiond nei@borhood trfic
planning e.g., smaller curb ratil, munting on-street partig to psrtidly meet code requirements, and
tic ctig measures to enhance pedestrian safety and concol vehicle speeds.

Recommendations

Based on our review of the trmpofition-related conditions required for approvals of the
project plan and prelti~ plan of tie Clarhburg Tow Center, and in accordance with the
requirements of the Marylmd State Mghway Administration (SW), tbe County Department of
Public Worb and Transportation @Pm, and the County Department of Permitig Services
@PS), staff rccornnrends the following roadway improvements as conditions of approval for the
proposed site plw.

Thefollowing three roadwayimprovementsarerequiredasconditionsofapprovrdtosadsfi
thepreviouslyassessed APFO review md the phasing requirements:

1



1. Reconstructionofthesouthboundright-turnlanealongFrederickRoadw 355)at
ClarksburgRoad(A-27)toprovidea“freeflowing”movementafterthe44thbuilding
permit.

2. Constructionof the northernhdfofStringtownRoad(A-260)fromFrederickRoad
@ 355)toGreenwayRoad(.thesouthernaccessroadofthecommercirdsite),
constructionofGreenwayRoadbetweenA-260andMainStreet@-5),andcons~ction
ofP-5acrossthestreamvalleyintotberesidentialareanorthofthestreamvalleyfier
the400thbuildingpermit.

3. Constructionofa nofiboundright--lanedorcgFrederickRoad@ 355)at
StigtownRoad(A-260)after the 400tb building permit. As a part of this construction,
the applicmt must participate in a roadway improvement project to reduce the over
vertical curve that currenfly limits sight distance on northbound Frederick Road
~ 355) approaching Stigtow Road so as to provide sibt distance acceptable to the
Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA).

me following four roadway improvements we recommended as conditions of approvrd to
address transpo~tion issues associated with tie subject site plan.

4.

5.

6.

7

ConstructionofGreenwayRoadbe~eenMainStreet@-S)andClarksburgRoad(A-27)
toprovidesiteaccess.

ReconstructionofthesoutbemhdfofClarksburgRoad(A-27)betweenFrederickRoad
(MD 355)andGreenwayRoadinaccordancewiththedescriptionasprovidedinthis
memoradum forsiteaccess.

Reconstructionof StrirrgtowrrRoad (A-260)toprovidedecelerationlanesper
DP~~PS requirementsatdlintersectingroadways,consistentwiththedtimate
locationofStigtow Road(A-260)betweenGreenwayRoadandMidcountyArterial
(A-305)forsiteaccess.

Provisionof trficctig measures;e.g.,15-footcurbratil,intersectionchokers,
raised crosw~, witi the intemd streets in accordance with DP~ md DPS design
requirements.

Discussion of Trarrsnotiation Review

Descriptions of Roadways

me appficant must co~ct the roadways in accordance with the following descriptions of
each roadway:

1. Clarksburg Road (A-27) shall be a three-lane, 38-foot wide closed section roadway with
a six-foot Class I bikepatb on the south side and a sidewdk on the north side, offset
within an 80-foot right-of-way betweeti Frederick Road @ 355) sod Stret “W,

2



tmnsitioning to a syrnrnetricrd section between Street “W and Greenway Road so as to
preserve an existing hedgerow. Clarksburg Road shall taper to a 32-foot-wide, open
section roadway with four-foot shedders witi an 80-foot right-of-way between
Greenway Road and Midcounty Arterial (A-305).

2. Stringtow Road (A-260) between Frederick Road ~ 355) and Greenway Road shrdl
beafour-lanedividedclosedsectionroadwaywithtwo.26-foottravelways,a20-foot
median,aClassIbikepathonthenorthside,andasidewdkonthesouthsidewithina
110-footright-of-way.Thereducedright-of-wayof110feetisinrecognitionofthe
PlanningBoardsProjectPlanrequirementtolocatetheright-of-wayforStringtown
RoadoutsideoftheClmksburgHlstoncDistrictandthestaffagreementtolocatethe
northernedgeoftheright-of-wayaminimumof20feetfromtheedgeoftheexisting
historichouse.StringtownRoadshallbe afour-lrme divided hybrid section roadway with
two 24-foot travel lanes, four-foot paved shoulders, a 20-foot median with curb and
gutter, a Class I bike path on the north side and a sidewalk on the south side within a
120-foot right-of-way between Greenway Road and Midcounty Arterial.

3. Midcounty Arterial (A-305) shall be a two-lane, 32-foot open section roadway with four-
foot shedders and a Class I bikepatb on tie west side within an 80-foot right-of-way
between Clarksburg Road (A-27)and Stringtown Road.

4. Greenway Road shall be a two-lane closed section roadway with a Class I bikeway on
the east side, and a sidewrdk on the west sid% 28 feet tide tith parking on the east side
between Stringtom Road (A-260) and Main Street @-5), and 36 feet tide with parking
on both sides between Main Street @-5) and Clarksburg Road (A-27).

Discussion on Maryland State Highway Administration’s Concern

In order to provide a desirable sight distance on Frederick Road ~ 355) at Stringtown
Road (A-260), the M~land State Highway Administration recommended reduction of the over
vertical curve along nortbhund Frederick Road ~ 355) in connection with the subject site plan.
Since the appficant is requked to provide a northbound right-b lane at this intersection, staff
considers that tiese wo improvements shordd be coordinated. The improvement to reduce the
vertical curve shordd be available m a participation project at the time of the 400th building permit.

Accommodation of On-Street Bicycles

DPW hasexpresseda desiretomake dlroadwaysinMontgomeryCounty“bicycle
fiendy”i.e.,thaton-streetbicycleactivityisbothavailableandsafeforcyclistswhochoosetoride
intheroadway.DP~ citestheBiVcle and Pedes~ian Plannin~Design Gidelines for Ma~land’s
Tra~ortation Prq’ects published by the Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway
Admirristmtion. ~s issue was raised after the Development Review Committee had reviewed the
site PIW but the concept is not consi~ent with our Master Plan of Bikeways that is to be presented
to the Pkurning Bored soon. The idea dso is contr~ to the Special Protection Area (SPA) status of
the Clmksburg Town Center that requires that impervious surfaces be kept to a minimum to presewe
the quti]ty of streams in tie area.
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Given the arterial status of Sti@om Road (A-260), stfihm agreed with DPWT that on-
street bicycles shotid be accommodated in tiltion to the m~er~anned Class I off-street bkeway.

Clarksburg Road (A-27), akhough classified as an arterial is expected to fiction more as
a collector street. We have reached a compromise solution between staffs to provide a wider roadway
(38 feet vs. 36 feet) to accommodate on-street bicycles, but to provide a narrower off-meet bikqath
(6 feet vs. 8 feet) so as to maintain the same amount of pavement.

Sti of our two agencies have reached agreement regardimg the ukimate cross section for
Mldcounty Arterial (A-305> a two-lane cross section (32 feet) that includes two 12-foot travel lanes
and four-foot paved shotiders.

Roadway Improvements as Conditions of Approval for Project Plan, Preliminary Plan, and
Phasing Requirements

The following roadway improvements were those required in the Project Plan of the
Clarksburg Town Centen

1. Reconstrocdonofthesouthboundright-turnlanealongFrederickRoad @ 355)at
ClmksburgRoad(A-27)toprovidea“freeflowing”movement.

2. Cons~ction of eastbound and westbound lefi-turn lanes along Clarksburg Road (A-2~
at Frederick Road ~ 355).

3. Construction of a nofibound right-turn lane along Frederick Road @ 355) at
StringtoW Road (A-260).

4. Restriking eastbound Comus Road to provide an exclusive Iefi-turn lane at Frederick
Road @ 355).

5. Providing safety improvements along Stringtow Road (A-260) per conditions of Project
Plan Approval.

6. Participation in the Gateway 1-270 Office Park road improvements -- widening Cluks-
burg Road (A-2~ to four lanes between 1-270 nofibound off-ramp and the entrance to
the Gateway 1-270 Ofice Park.

These weremodified at Preliminary Plan to include the following APFO requirements. The
following phasing requirements are conditioned upon issuance of building permits for the prelimi-
nary plan:

1. The first 44 dwelling units without any off-site improvements.

2. Afier the 44th building permit, the developer must start recons~ction of the south-

bound right-turn lane along Frederick Road ~ 355) at Clarksburg Road (A-27) to
provide a “free flowing” movement.

4



3. After the 400th building permit, the developer has two options:

a)

b)

Construction of Stringtom Road (A-260) horn Frederick Road@ 355) to the
southern access road of the commercial site (cornmercisd access road between A-260
and Main Street @-5) and construction of P-5 across the stream v~ey into the
residential area north of Mew v.~ley, or

Construction of Stringtown Road (A-260) from Frederick Road ~ 355) to the
northernaccessroadoftheresidentialdevelopment.

Cons@ctionofanorthboundright-turnlanealongFrederickRoad@ 355)at
StringtoWORoad(A-260)shoddbeincludedinthisphasewitheitheroption.

4. Mer the800tibuildingpermit,thedevelopermuststartconstructionoftheremaining
sectionofStringtownRoad(A-260)toMidcounWArterisd(A-305),andintersection
improvementsatFrederickRoad~ 355)andClarksburgRoad(A-27)@ 121)to
constructeastboundandwestbomdleft-turnlanesalongClarksburgRoad(A-2~.

5. ConstructionofMldcoutyArtend(A-305)fromStringtownRoad(A-260)toClarks-
burgRoad(A-27)mustbeginwhenthedeveloperstartsbuildi%anyoftheresidential
unitsonBlocks11,12,13,andthenorthernhdfofblock10,asnumberedperPre~i-
naryPlanapproval.

me roadwayirnprovemenkrecommendedasconditionsforapprovalofthesubjectsheplan
aredevelopedtomeettheprojectplanandthepre~iary planrequirementsandtoaddress
addltionrdtransportationissueswhichDPW, SW Wd ~considerarenecess~toprovideasafe
andefficientroadwaysystemforthesubjectsiteplan.

5
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De=mH~r 31, 1997

Mr. William H. Hussmann, Chairman
Montgome~ County Planning Board
Montgomery Regional Ofia
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Ma~Iand 20910

&

,,
Dear Mr. Hussmann

Re Claksburg TM Center
Site Plan #8-98001

This regards tie referen=d site plan Io=ted within the Clatisburg Town Center of the
approved and adopted Claksburg Master Plan. I understand that this plan is to be
reviewed by the Montgomery County Planning Board on Januaw 22, 1998.

You will re=ll hat I wote to you in September 1995 tien the MCPB ansidered the
preliminary plan of subdivision for this property, At that time, I explained that MCPS was
pleased that a meative solution had been found for the patistiool site titiguration. We
supported the remmmendation that playfields for use of the elementary stiool would be
lo-ted on pakland, maintained by pafi staff, and most importantly, that these plafields
would be available for exclusive stiool use during nomal stiool hours or for stiooi-
sponsored fundions. .

We appr~iate the additional information provided by, the appfi@n4 titi MCPS needs to
satisfy mn=ms about the mnstrudability of the sjte for an element~ stiool. Soil borings
and geot~niml analysis were provided at two Io=tions on the land to be dadi=ted. It
appears that the apphant intends to raise tie elevation of that portion of the site proposed
for Ioating the building element by depositing approximately 15 to 20 feet of fill in some
Iomtions. Prior to dedi~tion, MCPS proposes that the appfi=nt mndud a testing
program, the final report signed and sealed by a registered professional engineer,
authenti-ting the adequaq of deposited soils to support typitil building foundation loads.

MCPS mntinues to prefer that the land dedi=tion be made tiredly to tie Board of
Edu=tion. I am again requesting that MS 8-ame par=l be deeded dir~ly to the Board of
Edu=tion by the developer following the usual pro=dures for subdivision approval and
remrdation of a plat for the site. This land is being provided solely for stiool pumoses and
as suti should be titled to the Board of Edu=tion. At SUM time as the Board of
Edu=tion’s Capital Improvements Program is funded for a stiol to be mns+ruded here,
Paks Division =n extian~-’this 8-acre par-l for another 8-ame par=l withintie site as
shown on the e~iosed efiibit.



Mr. William H. Hussmann -2- December 31, 1997 -

M-NCPPC has agreed to apply to the Board of Pubtic Works for pemission to extiange
the new dedi=tion for the area needed for the stiool building, parking, bus dropaff,
basketball mud and playground followingate plan approval. However, there is some risk
that the Board of Pubtic Works may not approve suti a mnveyan=, si- MCPS would
not have title to land to effed a land extiange. If the land is dediated diredly to MCPS,
the dedimted land =n be provided to M-NCPPC for inteflm use through a lease at nominal
mst as we have done at many otherfuture S*OOI sites.

You also should bow that the State of Marylads Pubfic S*OOI Construction Program wili
reimburse the Board of Edu=tion only for rests inmrred in annedon tith on-site s&ool
developmeti [n other words, the land must be titled to the Board of Eduetion to be
eligible for state reimbursement. f the Board of Edu=tion were to develop piafields on M-
NCPPC prope~ for joint usage, the State of Ma~land would declare those off-site
development rests to be ineligible for reimbursement. I suggest that the land designated
as pla~elds for the new s~ool be deeded to the Board of Edu@tion as part of the land
extiange mntemplated. This would not preclude tie Board of Edu=tion from striking an
arrangement to provide for joint usage and maintenan= responsibility after the
development has owurred. If you w.sh, we =n agree to r-nvey the fields to M-NCPPC
after development is amplete and the funding reimbursement has been re=ived from the
state.

I hope that we un read an amiable agreement on the terns and renditions for
dedi=tion. Thank you for your attentionto these mmments.

Sinwrely,

Wlham M. Wilder, Diredor
Depatient of Facilities Management

WMwsw

E~losure

copy to
Ms. Witthans Y

Ms. Stimieler
Ms. Turpin

.
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Januarylj,1998

WilliamH.Hussmarrn
Chairntan
MontgomeryCountyPlanningBoard
8787GeorgiaAvenue
SilverSpring,MD 20910

Dear Mr. Hussmarm:

TheMontgome~CountyHistoricPresemadonCommission(HPC)understandsthatthe
PlanningBoardwillbetakingup the review of a proposed Site Plan for the Clarksburg Town ~
Center project at your Januw 22, 1998, meeting. We wish to offer a number of adviso~
comments and recommendations on this Site Pkm, which is d]rectly adjacent to the Master Plan
Clarksburg Historic District.

The Clarksburg Town Center project has a long history and has been discussed
extensively by the HPC. On March 11, 1992, the HPC discussed the proposed Clarksburg Master
P1an which addressed the Clarksburg Town Center development as one of the major components
in the plan. On March 22, 1995, the HPC reviewed a Project Plan application for the Clarksburg
Town Center and developed comments to transmit to the P1anning Board. Most recently, on
December 17, 1997, the HPC reviewed the current Site Plan application.

It is very important that the final plan for the Clarksburg Town Center do
everything possible to respect and protect the character of the Clarksburg Historic District
- this bas been a significant goal since the beginning of tbe Clarksburg Master Plan
process. At tie time of the Project Plan review of the Clarksburg Town Center project, a
number of concerns relating to historic presewation and the Clarksburg Historic District were
identified. These are reflected in conditions that the Planning Board included in their approval of
the Project Plan:

. The right-of-way for Stringtow Road (as a four-lane arterial with a planted median strip)
will be located outside of the Historic District with a transition to the center line of the
ex;sting roadway north of the crossing of Little Seneca Creek.

. Redgrave Places extension to the east will include a minimized right-of-way of jO &et
with only tw paved lanes andno on-streetparking in the Historic District.



. If the right-of-way is available, the developer of Clarksburg Town Center will constict
the extension of Redgrave Place in the Historic District. If and when the land is made
available, the developer will share direct moving expenses only for relocating an existing
historic house that is in the right-of-way. If the developer and property owner who is
dedicating the right-of-way agree, the developer will make available art identified outlot
to be merged with a portion of the adjacent parcel so as to create another lot.

. Access easements to future public sewer will be provided for structures in the Historic
District. These easements may be located at theintersections of Strirrgtowrr Road and
Frederick Road, and Redgrave Place extended and Frederick Road.

. The headstones from the Clark Family Cemetery, which are currerrdy being stored at
Little Bennett Park, will be incorporated into art interpretative exhibh that will be located
in a small park at a prominent location in the development.

. Increase the setback of the proposed pubhc street located next to the Klstoric church to 30
feet and provide screening for the existing church cemetery. Do not have a tot lot next to
the church and maintain this area as open space to provide a link to the church property.
The size of lots and setbacks of the proposed development must match, approximately,
the development standards in the R-200 zone for building setbacks and width of lots
along the southeastern boundary of the site within the Historic District.

The Site Plan for the Clarksburg Town Center project addresses a number of the historic
preservation issues md concerns that were raised during the Project Plan, but a few still remain
unresolved. These are as follows:

. the exact right-of-way design for Stringtown Road at Route 355,

. the lighting of this intersection,

. the timing and implementation of the extension of Redgrave Place to the east of
Route 35j,

. the details of the design for the area commemorating the Clark Family Cemete~,

. the ❑umber of lots adjacent to the historic district,

. buffering oftbese adjacent lots.

These issues are still of major concern to the HPC and were discussed in detail during
their December 17th meeting. However, the Commission is hopeful that marry of these concerns
can be resolved. Our adviso~ recommendation to the Planning Board is that certain
conditions be included in the Site Plan approval that will address the concerns noted above.
These conditions are as follows:

1. The right-of-way for Stringtowrr Road at Route 355, ticludin~ anv public utilitv easemen[
adiacent to the rieht-of-wav, should be no closer to the historic Day House than 20 feet
from the side wall of the building (excluding the porch.)



2. Lightingatallroadintersections,andespeciallyatStringtownRoadandRoute3j5,
shouldbedesignedtohaveaminimalimpactontheClarksburgHistoricDistrict.The
lighting-bothfixturesandintensity-shouldbecompatiblewiththehistoricand
residentialcharacterofthema.

3. Carry forward the Project Plan condition Iegmding the extension of Redgrave Place to the
east of Route 355 in the Historic District. The HPC hopes that negotiations will continue
between the developer of Clsrksburg Tom Center and tic Rudden to resolve dedication
of the right-of-way for Redgrave Place extended. My relocation of the historic house in
the right-of-way would need to come back to the HPC asaHistoricAreaWorkPermit.
AsstatedintheClarksburgMasterPlan,tierelocatedhistorichousemuststayinthe
ClarksburgHistoricDistrictandmustbeorientedtoFrederickRoadasitisatpresent.

4. A design for an interpretative marker which includes two stones from the Clark Family
Cemetery headstones has been submitted. This design is acceptable ss long as it offers “
adequate protection of the headstones from weather deterioration and as long as the text
of the interpretative marker is reviewed and approved by the HPC prior to fabrication. It
would also be desirable for the marker to be located in a more central area and better
integrated into the public open space that is being provided.

5. The Project Plan condition regartlng the lots adjacent to the Clarksburg Historic District
should be upheld. The means that one lot should be deleted from rhe single family home
area directly adjacent to the Clarksburg Historic District, so as to fulfill the Project Plan
condition of approximating R-200 zone lot width standards (100 wide at the building
facade line). The current proposal shows six lots that are contiguous with the Historic
District md they range in width from 65’ to 120, with an average width of 83’. If this
was dropped to five lots contiguous with the Historic District, the lots would range in
width from 80 to 120 and have an average of width of 100.

6. The current Site Plan shows a 50 foot building restriction line along the rear yards of the
new single family lots adjacent to the Historic Diswict. In addition, to his builqing
restriction line, adequate landscape buffering should be designed between the smctures
in the Historic District and the new houses. me buffering should include Presemation of
existing trees, as well as planting of additional mixed evergreen and deciduous new trees
along the rear of the new lots.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these advisory recommendations. We look
forward to working with the Planning Board on the implementation of the Clarksburg Town
Center project, and on the preservation of the Clarksburg Historic District.

Sincerely,
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MEMOH~

TO:

*

Wyrm Witthrms,DevelopmentReviewDivision

VIA: TerryH.Brooks,Chief,ParkPlanningand Division

FROM: TanyaSchrnieler,Coun~de PlanningDivision 5

WilliamE.Gries,LandAcquisitionOfflCcr,~
d

S~ECT: ClarksburgTownCentecSitePlan# 8-98011

TheClarksburgTownCenterSheislocatedadjacenttothedeveloped13.7acretigs
LocalPark Site md includes dedication of a greenway and a partischool site. fings Park
currentiy includes two at~etic fields, a pond, a small playground and two parking areas. Site
Plan # 8-98011 proposes path connections to figs Park and a nati surface path through the
greenway, as well as a proposal to add play equipment to the Pwk. These improvements as well
as the greenway plan, are agreeable to park staff with the recommendations included below.

Recommendations:

1. That dl conditionsapprovedbythePlanningBoardonSeptember28,1995pertainingto
thepar~andintheClarksburgTownCenterPreYiinaryPlanbeadheredto,including
thefollowing:

a. That requirementspertainingtodlpm~smddedicationbeadheredto,including
thededicationofthefutureschoolshetoM-NCPPC whichistobehelduntilsuch
timeastidsareaddedtotheCountyCaphdImprovementsProgramforschool
construction.

b. That the applicant will provide site grading, Wield preparation and seeding of
replacement atietic fields on the approtiately 8 acres of dedicated par~school
land at a time which insures that there will be no disruption in the continued use
of the efisting aWetic fields prior to completion of the replacement atietic fields.



2. mat the specificfuturelocation of dl proposed facilities on par~and ( playgromd and
pathways) be staked in the field and subject to the concmence of park staff,

3. mat the constructionof the playgroundandpathwaysonparkkmdadheretopark
specificationsandthatengineeringplansbesubmittedandapprovedbytheParkPlanning
andDevelopmentDivisionandaparkconstructionpermitbeobtainedpriortostarting
anywork.

4. mat Wg’ s Pondnotbeutifizedforstorrnwatermanagementfacilities,andthatplansfor
thesandfilteradjacenttothe~eenwaybesubmittedtoPP&D engineeringstafffor
approval.



-YLANO -NATIoNAL CAPITAL P= AND PLANNING CO~ISSION

FOREST CONSERVATION PLAN RECOWNDATIONS

TO: Wmn Witthans
DevelopmentReviewDivision

SUSJECT : Final Forest Conservation Plan # 8-98001

Site Plan Clarksburu TOW Center. Phase la and lb

NRI/FSD # 4-94162

The stij ect Forest Consemation Plan has been reviewed by the Environwntal Plaming

Divis inn to det emine if it meets the re~irements of Chapter 22A of the Montgomery Comty

Code (Forest ConseHation Law) The following determination has been mde:

SUBMISSION ADEQUACY

~ Adeqate as stimitted

Inadeqate for evaluation. The following items must be stimitted:

_ Forest Consemation Plan Drawing _ Forest Consemation worksheet

Approved NRI/FSD Map Development Program

_ Justification for afforestationfre forestation method

Qualifications of Preparer (s) _ Long tem protection methods

_ Other

RECO-NDATION S

Disapprove for reasons cited in cements below.

Revise according to the cements specified below.

Approve stij ect to the following conditions:
& Reqired site inspectias by M-NCPPC monitoring staff [as specified in “Trees

Tectiical Manual”)

L Approval of the following items by M-NCPPC staff prior to DEP issuance of the

sediment and erosion control pemit:

_ Tree Protection Plan

L AfforeStatiOn/Ref orestation Planting Plan (see Cements)

2 Stimittal of financial security to M-NCPPC prior to clearing or grading.

~ Record pl,at to show appropriate notes ad/or easements. Agreements must be

approved by M-NCPPC staff prior to recording plats.

J Maintenance a9reement tO be reviewed and approved by M-NCPPC staff prior to
first inspection of plmte.d areas.

_ Other

Cements: 1) Plantina adiacent to the Green wav must meet forest con semation as

well as Devel oument R* view Division landscaDe crlterla. Must add either 32

additional 2-311 nat ive shade trees. or 64 add itional 1,, na tive shade trees or an

acceuta~ cO*znat ion. 2) Shfis are reaired in addition to the trees. no t as

part of the tree olantina [see section 3. B.5. in tbe Tre-s Techical Manual )
3) Where is affores tation area B-2? 4) which roads are vou deductina from the net

tract are a for the residential and RDT are as? If vou are doina i~rovements on the

road it must be included in the net tract This anDlies to the arterial roads around

the uertieter Of the S1*- . Sho w det ail of where the deductions were. made to illus-
.0 ~aw. ~u

trate Since this
. .

that the auwr ODriate rlahts ed. 5) s an SPA. we

are lookina fOr ac celerated re for estation. As wer the sPA sidelines. we do not

wan t to include seed lina Dla nt inu. Trees in the afforestation areas should be

whiv stock.

SIGNATURE : DATE: 1/1519S

Environmental Plaming Divisim

cc : ROb cohsn, m sneqri=s for t~ -l icant FCPR r 1/16/91
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Peter L.M. Heydem
9435, Gentle Circle
Gaithersburg MD 20879 \

w (r)301%32W
(0) 30197545W

Ed Pti@&htic.m

August 19, 1997

,)

8787 Georgia Avenue -
Silver Spring Md 20907

SubjectProj~ ClarksburgTownCenter-Phase1
MNCPPC #8-98001

Iam theowner of Lot 16 of Brirddey’s Subdivision on Stringtown Road in Clarksburg. The
Composite Site Plan provided by MontgomeryKont@as Enterprises, kc. shows a redigrunent
and widening of Stringtowrr Road. At the nofierrr end of my lot most of the required land is
taken from my land. I certairdy object to the use of my land for a road that is being widened and
realigned for the benefit of the developers of the Clarksburg Town Center. me widened and
realigoed road carr easily be accommodated on the developrs property, if the developer wordd
move his development some 250 feet to the northwest and would dedicate a wider strip of land
for the road. There is nothing in the lay of the laud that would preclude this. Planning to use my
property is just a way to get additional land cheaply and I strorr@yobject to that.

Please, inform me of the Planning Board hearing data and time. I wish to protest this plan in
person.

Thank you very much for keeping me informed.

‘d
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December 6, 1997

Wtiliarn H. Hussm~ C~~~
The Ma~land-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
8787 Geor~a Avenue
Silver Spring, ~ 20910-3760

ChairmanHussmarm:

me follouirrgcommentshavebeenrevie\~ed,adendorsedbytheClsrbburgCi\icAssociation’s
(CCA)ExecutiveCorrmtinee.ThreemembersofsheClarhburgCivicAssociationheldameeting
\\ithWyrurWitthm todiscussthesecommenM.ThemembersareDavidPOSLWchard Stiomhme,
andL>me Rosenbusch.ThecementsarefortheClarbburgTownCenterSitePlanRe}iewand
includestatementsofunderstanding,questions,arsdrecomrnendatiom.

General Comments

1.

7-.

:.

4.

TheCCA understandsthattisphase of de~’elopment represert~ 775 (60°6) of the houses
planned for the To\*u Center ~%itha densi~ of approtiately 6.5 dwelling tits per acre.

Itis the CCNS understandingthattheminimumbuildingsetbackhavebeenreducedbymore
@50% fromhe pre]m Planu follow

Preli@ Plan SitePlan
● Fromonefam;lydetachedzoning 100’ 5V

● Fromotherresidentialzoning 30 1s
. Fromanystreet 30 lW

The CCA understands that the number of private roads have been reduced to two. The
frontage roads are private roads to allow for assi~ed parbng.

Pleaseensuretiat the playgrounds and tot 10K be handicap accessible.

I of6
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6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Clarksburg Civic AssWiation
P.O. Box 325

~1a:k~bJr2. Ma~lati 20871.0325

.

The CCA understands that the e.tisting house at the intersection of MD 355 and MainStieet
istoberelocatedintotheHistoricDistrict.

The proposed ali-ment of Stringtol\n Road at ~ 35j goes through an historic house.
HOWwill this alignment be changed?

A future nght+f-way (ROW) is propsed for access to the Rudden Prope@ southwest of the
site. What ]s tie intention of this?

ParEng for some of the to,,nhouses (i.e.: lots 19-25, Block G and14-18, 4348, Block F)
apwam imdeq~te or too far a~iay.

What is planned for “CW = 1”(Parcel“D”)in the parking-island?

The trash cm enclosures area wooden fence, which will fdl into disrepair over time. A
maso~ fence\voddholdup much longer.

TheCCA recommendshandicapcurbcutsateachintersection.Ordysomeareshown.

Will there be co~enants regulating the vpc and heights of fences allo~ved? A uifom fence
VP is more mrractiie than a hedge podge.

A luge prrion of the parKng is located Aong tie greenway road That is a long walk to
homes for some residents and guests.

bndscape and Environmental Concerns

1. The CCA applauds the amo~t and large sizes of landscaping indicated and tie developers
\*illinqess to invest so much in landscaping. me To\tiowe Mews Garden is especially
attractive, however it does not provide b~.er free access for the handicapped

3-. Are there details for the bioretention ponds, tree protection and reforesmtion?

3. The etisting tree on ~ 355 at the intersection with Main Street needs to be saved and
shodd “beprotected from construction. No protection is indicated. It appears that a retaining
\vall will be required to protect the Critical root zone.

? of6
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4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

Clark*urg Civic Association
‘.0. BOX325

~!ar~~burg.MarYlzad2~71.~3~5

me cdvertdesignforthe Little Seneca Creek tribu@~ crossing is insensiti~e to the stream
}-alley buffer. A bridge would have less impact on the stream and allow wildIife and people to
pass under it.

mere are a lot of 2:1 slopes at the stream crossing which again are dificult to maintain

?: I S]oPS at tie sand filter (Block G) are difficult to mintain wih mowers. me CCA
suggests that the 2:1 s!opes be plected .,$iti a low rnabte~~ce gro,mdcover.

What kind of long-term maintenance is proposed for the sand filters? Who will be
responsible for this maintenance?

Some driveway slopes are re~ steep (up to 1190). A gentle [5°6 m~timurrr) S1OPCallows
people to open their car doors ~~ithout it s\\inging back on their legs.

Some parkinglotslopesaretoosteepforthesamereason(Parcel“W,BlockA andParcel
“A’,BlockD).

me quanti~ofscreeningthatisproposedforthepump s~tion is adequate. me CCA
suggests changing the ype of trees from so many deciduous to more evergreen trees and
shrubs.

Many of the plan~ specified are not recommended for Northern Montgomery County for
variow reasons:
. Deodar ~drsr - not bdy to zone 6.
. Wintering Howthom - hm veq sharp thorns. One is located dangerously close to tie

hikerfiiker trail nw the ptmtp station
. Schwederi Maple - leaf scorch due to high temperatures (not serious).
. Mlhxwy Kousa Dogwood - Discula Anticnose has appeared on the Chinerrsis

vtieties. Suggest using another Kousa Dogwood
● Gmgko - Females have ve~ mes~ and malodorous fruit. Speci& a mde clone.
. Scarlet Oak - not u tolerant of adverse conditions as Nofiem Red O*
. Canadian Herrdock - Wooly Adelgid is a serious insect problem, which will Mll the

tree.
. Atrstiart Pine-severediebackduetoDiplotiatipBli-~Latisease.
. =Ieas arelocatedinfilsun.~ey prefershade.
. Plant“PLO”isno~intheplantlix
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Clarksburg Civic Association
P.O. Qox 325

Clarksbu:g. Ma@and 20871-0325

..

Several of the plants specified area preferred source oflfood by our local deer population and
~~ilIbe eaten.

. Azaleas

. Yews
9 Daylilies

me grsytigdetail shows tiee guy wires ‘+dt look Ike a petentia! tid ?Omwm
pedetians. These should be flagged with 1” diameter PVC pipe or other hi-tiy t~sible
material.

Tree \\mp is no longer recommended for tree planting. Damaged bark can be hidden uttder
tree ~~mp.

There isanexcessiveamountofmulchshownaroundshb”andwrefialbeds.Thism~es
for urmecess~ weeding.

Outdoor Lighting Review

1.

2.

3.

Currerrtiy, in Clarksbwg the WILT Way is still visible in our tight sky. The CCA would like
to presewe this night skT for all the citi~ns to enjoy. This can be accomplished and still aliow
rhe Town Center to be adequately lit by Iights pointing down rather than up. h addition, the
cost associated titb li-~ting is primarily the labor cost to titan and tie cost of the electrici~
to ron the Ii-Ats. The elecrncal cosrs are mini~ed by using a hi@y efficient lrstninaire and
glare is reduced by propr stieltig.

The site plan shows art acorn light tie. The type of lamp is not spectied Due to
inadequate shielding this f-e produces much glare and can be a safeV issue, especially to
our older citizens who are more sensitive to glare. This is not acceptable. The CCA strongly
recotrunends that a full cutoff light needs to be specified.

The CCA strongly recommends fighting from lurninaires that light ordy the ground unifody,
not the sky (fill cutoff Iutninaire). The Iuminaire needs to be efficient to operate (measured
by Iumetiwan). Low pressure sodium is the most eff]cient commody available Iurninaire
that has tie added feature of not losing eficiency over its lifetime. We rerdize that coIor
rendition is lost, but that is not critical for the To\*n Center. (Mgh pressure sodium is dso
acceptable. ) The lighting needs to be of uniform densi~ at the level of 1 footcande or less.
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Clarksburg Civic AssO~iatiOn
?.0. 90X 325

Clarksburg. Ma~land 20871.0325

..

This QF of lighting, ifproperlyinstalled,provideslittleglareandwotidbeadequatefor
PVses of the Town Center.

Multi-use Trail, Pedestrian. and Bicycle Issues

1.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

The CCA appreciates the Clarksburg Greenway Trail which will connect Little Bennett Park
with the extended Magmder TraiL The Clarksburg Greerrway Trail should be a popular tiil
\\ith a vmlety of ,~ers. P:ease consider increasing the .Aidtthof L%Smail from 8 feet to 10 feet
to accommodate the users.

The Master Plan calls for a bikeway on Srnngtown Road None is indicated The CCA
recommends paved shoulders as an alternative.

TheMaster PlandesignatesMainStreetasaClass3bicyclefacili~.me designofMain
Street does not appear to accommodate this use in a safe manner. We understand that the 10
foot ~r lane width and parallel parking on Win Street are for traffic calming. People ~%ill
ride bicycles a safe &stance to the left of any parked cars which will probably be up the
rrtidde of tie lane. ~s will surely calm trafic rdso! Please consider other alternatives.

There needs to be bicyclerpedestian access to the new elemen~ school from all parts of the
Town Center. b additio~ cross~valks and pedestrian signals need to be installed at
intersections with the roads surrounding the Town Center and at major intersections within
the Town Center.

There needs to be pedestim%icycle access to the future wit statiom

The “bverted U“ bicycle racb which are specified are acceptable.

Between ~ 355 and Burnt Hill Road Clarksbrrrg Road is designated as a Class 1Bikeway.
However, due to the number of planned intersections, this is not safe. Please consider
than-tig the desi-goation to a Clms ~ Bike~vay. The current berm and mees need to be kept

Sidewak with right angle turns will cause -s wear. The CCA suggests providirt8 radii or
angled intersections.

The pth system aroundthePonds in Pmcel “B” looks good.
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Clarksburg Civic Association
P.O. BOX325

Clarksburg. Ma~land 20871-0325

10. The na~l trail in the greenway crosses some low areas where footbridges maybe necess~.

Sincerely yoms,

/d.k!Az+

John Fauerby
~fice %esiden?
Clarhbwg Civic ~socianon

cc:
Nancy Daceh COUE Cormcil
Steven Kebanoff, --fig Gneml P-er
Ly Colemau Cammrmi~ Planning
WW Wittbans, Development Review
Sarah Navi~ Traffic Review md Pltig
Jim Sebastian, Planning Board
W Trsit-Noti Serdor Pl@g Speciwst
Steve Howie. Resident Cl*bug Civic .%ssociahon
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C{arksburg Civic Association
P.O. BOX325 !F.:fl

Clarksburg, Ma~land 20871.0325
,-i ::

~[:

William H. Hussm~ Chairman
The Ma~land-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
ThelMontgome~Coun~PlanningDepartment
8787Gecr~aAvemre
Silver Spring, ~ 20910-3760

Chairman Hussmamr:

The Clarksburg Civic Association (CCA) commends the effort of the MontgomeV Coun~
Planning Department in preparing the staff drafi of the Muter Plan of CounO~tide Trails and
Bikeivays, Au-ret 1997. We reco~ze this as a comprehensive coun~ \%ideplan of trails and
biketvays for Montgome~ CounV.

The CCA is especially pleased i,ith the planning of the hard surfaced extension of the Ma-mder
Trail from Damascus through Clarksburg’s Ovid Hazers Wells Park and on to Black Hill Re~onal
Park. kVeare pleased ~~iti the ?Iating of the hard surface Clarksburg Greemvay recreational
trail from the emended Ma~der Trail through Clarksbur~s To\xn Center to Linle Bennen
Re~onal Park. We are happy to see the planning of the kdge Road trail connectingthe
Clarksburg area with Germanto~vn. The CCA ~vould like to see these trails implemented since
they \~ill help satis~ the recreational needs of northern Montgome~ Court&by linking the
goi~ing cow’ustities with the regional parks of the area. The trails \\ill pro~ide a safe corridor for
children arrd sdaki i~ bicycle or tike horn their homes to iheii par’ks. We believe the eptire
.coun~ t~ill benefir by these rrails and will enjoy using them.

The CCA also hopes that 1-270iMD 355 Bike\vay Corridor iiill be refined, desi-aed, and
implemented. This ivill yeatly improve the safe~ of bicycle commuters from Clarksburg reaching
their Ivork in Germanto~vn, Gaithersburg, and RocL~ille. It ~villalso enhance fiture opportunities
of bicycle commuters \vho live to the south and \\ill someday \vork in Clarksburg. We believe the
{-270:~ 3jj Bike\vay Corridor ~vill also be used by the recreational bicyclist to reach the
recreational trails rhat \kill someday exist in rhe northern pan of Monzgome~ Coun~. Lastly, this
corridor is important in pro}-iding multimodal trans~rtation in the re~,onal conte.w benveen
LMon{gomeVand Frederick coun~ies. As you kno\v. bicycles cm piay an imprmnt role in helping
to reduce traffic congestion if sak and \\ell desi.~d bicycle facilities a~e in place,
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Clahsburg Civic Association
P.O. BOX325

Clarksburg, Ma~land 20871 -032S
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The CCA also encourages the addition of a Bikeway Corridor from La~tonsville, through
Damascus, and onto Clarksburg. The northeastern area of tie coun~ is gowing and the current
and future citizens of this area should have similar access by bicycle from their homes to their
employment locatiom m do otier areas of the courr~.

The CCA encourages both tie recreational trails and tie bike~vay corridors be desi~ed ~d
i-mplemen!ed as soon as possible (tithe new few years). Tney ~viilbe easier to put m place prior’
to tie build out of Clarksbwg. ~ey will attract both bukesses and home omers to this area
They will also showcase Montgome~ Coun~’s contrnitrnent to the recreational and trarrsprtation
needs of its citizem. The trail system will also arrract tourists from throughout the region,
including Northern Vir~ni< and bring their dollars to the local businesses of Montgomeq COurrV.
TheCCA encouragesthedevelopmerttofthetrailsandbike~~aysthroughoutMontgomewCounV
asshownin the Master Plan.

Sincerely yours,

~k~+-...
John Fauerbv
Vice Presid~nt
ClarksburgCivic Association

cc:
Douglas Dunca~ Montgome~coun~EXec”tiVe
lsiah,Leggett,President,~ontgome~CountyCouncil
GrahamNorton.HeadofDepartmentofPublicWorksandTransportation
LynColeman,Communi~p!arurer
JimSebastian,PlatingBoard
W}~ Witians,DevelopmentRetiew
GadTait-h’ouri,SeniorPlamtingSpecialist
SarahNavid.TrafiicRevie\v and Planning
Steve Ho]iie, President. Clarksburg Civic Association



William H. HussrnQ Chairrnsur
The Maryland-National Capiti Park and Plarming Commission

The Montgomery CounV Planning Department
8787 Geor@a Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760

Chairman Hussmam

This letter addresses the safety of the tiee classes of bicycle facilities and addresses these safety
issues in terms of the Clarksburg, MarylanA Master Plan. This letter does not propose disc-g
master planned bicycle facilities, but proposes chan@ng the classification of master planned bicycle
facibties prior to consmction iftiere is a safety hazard

Thefollowingarethethreegenerallyacceptedclassificationsofbicyclefacilities:
1. TheClass1BikePath or Bike Trail is a hard surfaced pati physically separate from any

road.
2. The Class ~ Bike Lane is a portion oftbe roadway }vtich has been stri~d separate from

the travel lane. The Bike ke is ustily a paved shedder.
3. The Class m Bike Route is a roadway lane designed for shared use by motorized vehicles

and bicycles.

When planning for Class I, Class U, or Class m bicycle facilities, there are seved criteria which
shodd be weighed. Some of the criteria are safety, @ of use, veticle demi~ (ve~cles Pr bY),
road wid~ and speed limits. An emphasis shodd be given to safety. This letter ordy addresses
the safety issue.

The Class I Bike Path is used for recreatioml and transportation uses by dl groups of people
irrcludirrgchildren and adults from novice riders tbrou@ experienced riders. ~S facihv is
generally a hard surfaced path separate horn any road. Bike Paths are typically desi~ted as
multi-use trail wbch means that it shotid accommodate hikers and mers, skaters and bladers, as
well as, bicyclists. The minimum widti is 10 feet (AASHTO standards - Guide for tie
Development of Bicycle Facilities), but 14 feet is better in order to accornmohte all tie user types.
The Maryland DOT SHA Bicycle and Pedestrian Plarurin@esi@ Guidelines specifies that there
shodd be a smooth and clear two foot zone on each side of the Bike Path. ~s can be used as a
recove~ zone or a place to rest or make repairs so as not to hinder tiffic on the path. The Bike
Pati is bidirectional.



The Class I Bike Path is a safe facility provided there are mirsimd intersections with roads and
driveways. The problem with Bike Paths crossing roadways is that these crossings are not at the
usual intersection sites. men a Bike Path is parallel with a road when both cross another road,
the Bike Path is offset from the adjacent road typically by 6 to 10 feet. men a car is making a

~ the driver is looking in the roadmy for other vehicles, not at the Bike Path crossing. The
bicyclist must look at every intersection not ordy for vehicles to the right and lefi but for ~ssible
turning vehicles from the adjacent roadway wtich is a considerable distance away. In addition,
many existing Bike Paths do not have a smooth transition to the intersecting roadway surface.
were this is the case, the bicyclist must also give attention to the bump which takes attention
away from looking for other vehicles. Note that along the Bike Path parallel with ~ 108 in
Olney, this bump is not at right an~es tith the direction of tzavel.) The result of di this is a higher
chance of motorized vehiclebicycle crashes at intersections and driveways. Two intersections per
mfle or less is tolerable, while more than two becomes intolerable.

A secondary problem with those B&e Paths that are separated from a parallel roadway by a few
feet is glass debris. Bike Paths become targets for the breaking of glass boties. The bicyclist has
few options for avoiding the broken @ass and may decline to use the Bike Path if this is a frequent
problem.

Good uses for a Clms I Bike Path arc for Rail-to-Trail conversions, trails in park or ml settings,
and trails along major highways and transit ways where there are few at grade intersections.

A Class H Bike Lane is a smooth surface attached to a roadway, but separated with a painted
stripe. Typically, this is a paved shedder or a recovery zone. me minimum width of a Bike Lane
is 4 feet, but wider is better. This width shodd not include the gutter pan. The width shodd
depend on trtic density and the speed limit. The Federal Mghway Administration @ves charts
specifying the minimum lane widths given this criteria. The Bike Lane is unidirectioml. Since the
Bike Lanes are urridirectiond, bicyclist can generally tiavel faster than on Bike Paths. Bike lanes
are typicaIly used for trarsspofition uses, but can accorrunodate recreational users. The wider bike
lanes may safely accornmo&te dl ~s of bicycle users, while the narrower lanes may only
accorrurrodate the more experienced bicyclists.

Bike Lanes arc a safe bicycle facility. The stripe serves as a separation guide between the
motorized traffic and the bicycle traffic. The drivers of tie motorized vehicles have good visibility
of the bicycles and the cyclists can easily see the motorized tic. were a bicycle facility has a
higher frequency of intersections with other roadways or driveways, the Bike Lane is safer than
Bike Paths since they cross at the normal intersection site and there is no transition from the Bike
Lane stiace to the intersecting roadway surface as is found with some Bike Path facilities. A
ri@t-tum lane shodd transition across the Bike he and travel right of the Bike Lane.
Appropriate striping and signage is needed to direct vehicles before the intersection. Reference the
AAS~O Guide for the Development of Bike Facilities. Right-ti lanes shordd be shared by d
right turning vehicles. Bike Lanes do have a problem where on-road parking is permitted.

Bike Lanes have the additioml advantage rhat if there is debris on the lane, such as broken glass,
the bicyclist may avoid the glass by carefily maneuvering into the adjacent travel lane. Bike
Lanes are also more likely to have srtow removal during the winter than are Bike Paths.



The C1ass ~ Bike Route is generally a designation of a safe and desirable bike route to a specific
destination or through a specific area. A BikeRouteonalightlytraveledroadwayissafeforall
users, wtile a Bike Route on a heavily traveled roadwy, a narrow roadway Iane, or a roadway
with a higher speed limit is usable by only the more ex~rienced bicyclists.

A bicycle facdity may consist of different classes. For instance, a rad-to-trails bent may be
interrupted by a residential area or a tom center. A Bike Path would be desirable rdong the
rail-to-trail dignrnen~ then become a Bike Route on the lighdy travelled street through the
residential neighborhood or as a Bike Lane through a town center.

A master plan may specifi a Bike Path along an existing roadway. This may be inappropriate due
to frequent intersections, environmental concerns, or the phasing of development h these cases,
there should be enough flexibility to replace the master plannedBike Path witi a Bike Lane.
Etisting master plans did not have available criteria for properly choosing the appropriate type of
bicycle facili~. Errors ofjudgement in the master plan should be remedied prior to construction.
An inappropriate Bike Path will not be used and wodd be a waste of money.

Taking a look at the Clarksburg Master Pl~ the Master Plan specifies a Class I Bike Path along
Clarksburg Road Piedmont Road and Stringtown Road and the Clarksburg Greenway, and
specifies a Class ~ Bike Route along Main Street This Master Plan was developd prior to
bicycle facility safety guidelkes existing and does not provide the remon why one class of bicycle
facility was chosen over another.

The Class I Bike Paths along Clarksburg Roa~ Piedmont Road and Strirrgtow Road do not meet
the safety test. Each of these roads will have numerow intersections into and out of the
Clarksburg Town Center. These intersections pose a safety tid as noted above. hstead, the
community will be better served with Class ~ Bike Lanes along each oftbese roads. Note that
today, prior to the build out of Clarksburg, bicyclists frequently travel along each of these roads.

TheClarksburg Greenway is designedtobeahardsurfacedClass1BikePatiItwillstartatthe
extensionoftheMagruderTrailandgonorththroughtheClarksburgTownCenterintoLitie
BennettRe~onalParkThisisanappropriatelyplanned Bike Path and will receive lots of use,
when built (provided the Magruder Trail is fily built). There will be few intersections, even
throu~ the Clarksbwg Town Center. mere there are intersections, they will need to be caretiy
designed mrd implemented

The Class ~ Bike Route on Main Street will provide a route for bicyclists into the Town Center
from both the east and tie west. Main Street will connect ~ 355 witi Piedmont Road through
the Town Center. Main Street is being designed as a paved 36 foot wide street (except the
relatively short one way portion and the culvert crossing of Litie Seneca stream). The current
thought is to have 10 foot tivel lanes and 8 foot parking lanes. Since inadequate off street
parking is being designed in the Clarksburg Town Center, the on street parking will be used. It is
questionable if this Bike Route is a safe design. Since the parallel on street parking will be used for
the parking of cars, it cannot be used as a bicycle lane. The MonlgomeV Bicycle Action Group
WAG) has proposed stiping a6 foot parking lane, a 3 foot bicycle lane, leaving a 9 foot travel
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lane. ~s wotid help guide both bicycles and cars and show separation.However,thebicyclists
willneed to be aware of opening car doors. ~s is deftitely a design compromise.

The Master Plan of Countywide Trails and Bkeways needs to have an appendx which specifies
design and plming criteria for bicycle facilities. Pleaseupdatethisplanassoonaspossibleto
includethisinforrnatiouTheMarylandDep~ent ofTranspo*tioLStateHighway
Administratio~haspublishedaBicycleandPedestrian Plmirr@esign Guidelines for M~land’s
Trans~rtation Projects which shosdd be considered

We hope that will consider these guidelines in the Clarhburg Town Center, Germantown Town
Center and other master plans and design reviews.

Montgomery Bicycle Action Group
Joh Fauerby
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David Carrier
Pad Daisey
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